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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 6, 1957 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to notice, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Fresent: Senators Clinton P. Anderson (New Mexico), Henry M. 
Jackson (Washington), Arthur V. Watkins (Utah). 

Present also: Senators Richard L. Neuberger (Oregon), Henry C. 
Dworshak (Idaho), and Gordon Allott (Colorado). 

Present also: Goodrich W. Lineweaver, committee assistant, and 
M. C. Mapes, Jr., special counsel. 

Senator Anperson. The committee will be in order. 

The hearings set for today, tomorrow, and Friday, are on S. 555, 
to authorize Federal construction of a high dam in the Hells Canyon 
reach of the Snake River, Idaho-Oregon. 

I will place in the record at this point a copy of S. 555, and the 
report of the Department of the Army. 

(The bill and report referred to are as follows :) 


[S. 555, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Hells Canyon 
Dam on the Snake River between Idaho and Oregon, and for related purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembdled, That in order to foster comprehensive devel- 
opment of the resources of the Columbia River and its tributaries, and for the 
purposes, among others, of controlling and utilizing the Snake River and its 
tributaries for beneficial objects, including generation of hydroelectric power 
and energy for the national defense and other purposes, irrigation of lands, 
navigation and flood control, and for purposes incidental to any of the foregoing, 
including providing financial assistance to Federal reclamation projects, the 
Department of the Interior, under the supervision and direction of the Secre- 
tary of the Interior (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”) is authorized 
and directed to construct, substantially in accordance with the physical plans 
set out in the reports referred to hereinafter as— 

(a) the Hells Canyon Dam, as described in volume 2 of House Document 
Numbered 473, Eighty-first Congress, and as modified by the report of the 
Commissioner of Reclamation, approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951; 
and 

(b) the Scriver Creek power facilities of the Payette unit of the Mountain 
Home division, as described in the report of the Commissioner of Reclama- 
tion, approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951. 

The Secretary in prosecuting his activities under this section and in operating 
and maintaining said projects shall, except as is otherwise provided in this Act, 
be governed by the Federal reclamation laws (Act of June 17, 1902, 32 Stat. 388, 
and Acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto). 


Ties 
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Sec. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of any other law, the operation of the 
Hells Canyon Dam shall not conflict with, and shall be subordinate to, present 
and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other beneficial con- 
sumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State law, of the 
waters of the Snake River and its tributaries upstream from the dam and 
downstream. , : 

Sec. 3. (a) In order to facilitate the development of the Central and Upper 
Snake River Basin, and also that of downstream areas, the Hells Canyon Dam 
and powerplant and the Federal Columbia River power system shall be inter- 
connected, and five hundred thousand kilowatts of firm power attributable to the 
Hells Canyon project, or such portion thereof as is required from time to time to 
meet loads under contracts made within this reservation, shall be made avail- 
able for use in Central and Upper Snake River Basin and to all other parts of 
Idaho lying outside the Central and Upper Snake River Basin. 

(b) Electric energy available from Hells Canyon Dam and powerplant and 
the Scriver Creek power facilities not required for the operation thereof shall be 
marketed by the Secretary in accordance particularly with sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, and 7 of the Bonneville Project Act of 1937, as amended (50 Stat. 731), dealing 
with transmission, distribution, sale, and rate schedules. 

(ec) The Secretary is authorized and directed to supply and transmit from 
the McNary Dam the necessary construction power for the Hells Canyon Dam. 

Sec. 4. (a) The initial works of the projects authorized by section 1 of this 
Act and any additional works or divisions, including the irrigation features of 
the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division, that may be authorized as 
hereinafter provided shall be treated as one project for the purpose, among others, 
of providing for the application of project revenues to the return of reimbursable 
costs in accordance with the provisions of the Federal reclamation laws. Fed- 
eral reclamation developments proposed to be constructed in the Central and 
Upper Snake River Basin may be authorized as works of divisions of these proj- 
ects but only if such authorization is specifically provided by an Act of Congress. 
Recommendations by the Secretary with respect to such authorizations shall be 
made in connection with the Secretary’s report and findings under section 9 of 
the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187), which report shall include 
findings as to the costs and benefits of the proposed developments and as to the 
effect of such authorization on the project’s power rate structure. In the case 
of the irrigation features of the Payette unit of Mountain Home division, such 
a report shall be made and transmitted to the Congress not later than during 
the term of Highty-fifth Congress. 

(b) The term “Central and Upper Snake River Basin” as used in this Act 
shall mean the area comprising the drainage basin of the Snake River and its 
tributaries down to and including the Clearwater River. 

Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of moneys not 
otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be required to carry out the purposes 
of this Act. 





FEepsruary 11, 1957. 
Hon. Wireer M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army, 
Department of the Army, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Secretary: The Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
is herewith transmitting copies of S. 555, and requests your comments thereon. 

You are aware that there has been extensive discussion and study of alterna- 
tive proposals for development of the Hells Canyon stretch of the Snake River. 
In an attempt to clarify the flood-control problems involved in these alterna- 
tives, it is requested that, in addition to any other comments you may care to 
make in your report, you provide an analysis of the following phases, including 
pertinent statistical data in each instance: 

(1) What is the maximum total usable storage which could be obtained at 
sites on the Snake River between the Salmon and the Payette? The answer 
desired here is in terms of maximum development from an engineering stand- 
point only, disregarding any present conflicting plans. 

(2) The volume of usable storage that is presently being planned for this 
stretch of the river by the Corps of Engineers in their revised study of the “308 
Report”? Is this volume adequate to the requirements of the phase C and phase 
D goals of House Document 531? 

(3) What would be the usable storage potential in this area under the de- 
velopment provided for authorization in 8. 555? 
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(4) If present plans conflicting with the project of S. 555 are carried to com- 
pletion, what will be the total usable storage provided? If this is less than the 
maximum potential, will the loss of storage in this stretch of the river increase 
the need for flood-control storage in the Salmon and Clearwater Rivers? 

One additional specific problem which the committee would like your report 
to cover is whether or not the Corps of Engineers considers that it would be ad- 
visable to increase the installed generation proposed for Hells Canyon Dam from 
900,000 kilowatts to 1,500,000 kilowatts to provide additional peaking capacity 
in the Columbia River power system of the future. 

It is requested that 40 copies of the Department report on this bill be supplied 
for the use of the committee and the staff. 

Since it is planned to hold hearings on 8S. 555 on March 6, 7, and 8, it is our 
hope that we may have this report before the commencement of these hearings. 

A copy of this letter is being sent to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
the Chief of Engineers, and the Secretary of the Interior. 


Sincerely, 
JaMes BH. Murray, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., March 4, 1957. 
Hon. James BE. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN : Reference is made to your requests to the Secretary of 
the Army and the Chief of Engineers for the views of the Department of the 
Army with respect to S. 555, 85th Congress, a bill to authorize the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River be- 
tween Idaho and Oregon, and for related purposes. Your letter to the Secretary 
of.the Army requested an analysis, including pertinent statistical data, on a 
number of questions related to this matter. 

The Department of the Army has considered the above-mentioned bill. The 
purpose of the bill is to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to construct the 
Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River and the Scriver Creek power facilities 
of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home division. The bill refers to a report 
approved by the Secretary of the Interior on May 11, 1951, modifying the basic 
report in volume 2 of House Document No. 478, 81st Congress. The report of 
May 11, 1951, has not been referred to this Department for review and we are 
not in a position to comment with respect to the modifications proposed therein. 

This Department has an interest in the proposed Hells Canyon Dam to the 
extent that it is considered essential that any legislation authorizing the Hells 
Canyon project make specific provision for seasonal allocation of storage to flood 
control, and that the storage allocated to flood control and navigation be sub- 
ject to regulation by the Secretary of the Army as provided in section 7 of the 
Flood Control Act of December 22, 1944. 

Section 3 (c) of the bill authorizes and directs the Secretary of the Interior 
to supply and transmit from the McNary Dam the necessary construction power 
for the Hells Canyon Dam. The purpose of this provision is not clear and might 
prove undesirable from an economic standpoint. 

Section 4 of the bill provides for the establishment of a Snake River project 
account but does not provide specific information as to how the account would 
operate. The Department of the Army is not opposed to the use of excess power 
revenues over and above the total power costs to assist in the repayment of irri- 
gation costs in the same general area where such excess revenues are derived. 

As you know, the Idaho Power Co. is proceeding with construction on the Snake 
River in the Hells Canyon area pursuant to Federal Power Commission license. 
The Department of the Army would prefer to express no opinion as to advisabil- 
ity of enactment of this bill to authorize works in an area where the Power 
Commission has exercised jurisdiction. 

With respect to the specific questions in your letter, the following information 
and comments are furnished. The numbered sections below correspond to the 
numbered paragraphs of your letter. 

(1) There have been several plans considered over the years to provide storage 
on the Snake River in the reach between the Salmon and Payette Rivers. These 
plans have been studied in varying degrees of engineering detail. Six alterna- 
tive plans which have a reasonable degree of engineering feasibility have been 
indicated on attached table 1. The usable storage of these plans ranges from 
3,880,000 acre-feet to 1,500,000 acre-feet. 
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(2) It has been assumed by the Corps of Engineers, in connection with their 
current 308 review study of the Columbia River Basin, that the license granted 
by the Federal Power Commission to the Idaho Power Co. for the Brownlee, 
Oxbow, and Hells Canyon projects established the plan of development for that 
reach of Snake River and expenditure of funds for further study by the Corps 
of Engineers was not warranted. Similarly, application of the Pacific Northwest 
Power Co. to the Federal Power Commission for a license to construct the Moun- 
tain Sheep and Pleasant Valley projects and their acceptance of the application 
for review and consideration in accordance with provisions of the Federal Power 
Act placed the responsibility for decision as to the plan of development to be 
adopted for that reach of the river with the Federal Power Commission. Pending 
decision by the Federal Power Commission the Corps of Engineers has regarded 
these proposals as representing the planned development. However, recent devel- 
opments with respect to Pleasant Valley may change this concept. The Brownlee 
and Pleasant Valley projects included in this plan of development. would provide 
a total of 1,500,000 acre-feet of usable storage. Addition of this storage to that 
now existing upstream plus development of the Garden Valley project on the 
Payette River will provide effective flood control for the Snake River above the 
Salmon but of course to a lesser degree than planned in phase C in House Docu- 
ment 581, which would have provided nearly complete control of the 1894 flood. 
In terms of percent of floodwater stored as related to volume of flood discharge 
in the Hells Canyon reach during the control period, the lesser plan offers 60 to 
65 percent control and the House Document 531 plan offers 75 to 80 percent. 
Since the outflow from the Hells Canyon project as studied in House Document 
531 was reduced to a minimum figure during the control period, the phase D 
goal for the Hells Canyon reach is coincident with phase C. 

(3) S. 555 would authorize construction and operation of the Hells Canyon 
project as proposed by the Bureau of Reclamation in House Document 473, 81st 
Congress. This project would provide a total usable storage of 3,880,000 acre- 
feet. Additional storage could be provided in the reach between the mouth of 
Salmon River and the Hells Canyon site. For full control of Snake River during 
a flood of the magnitude of the 1894 flood, flood routings in House Document 531 
showed a need for 2,600,000 acre-feet of storage in Hells Canyon. With necessary 
releases for minimum downstream flow during the flood period, the same opera- 
tion would utilize 2,300,000 acre-feet. 

(4) The present plans of the Idaho Power Co., which conflict with the high 
Hells Canyon project referred to in 8. 555, will provide 1,000,000 acre-feet of 
usable flood-control storage. In the same reach between the Salmon River and 
the Hells Canyon site, the Pleasant Valley project proposed by the Pacific North- 
west Power Co. will provide 500,000 acre-feet of usable flood-control storage. 
This would make a total of 1,500,000 acre-feet. As noted above, this is less than 
the maximum potential and less than previously contemplated for this reach of 
the river in House Document 531, when full control at this point was envisioned. 
For control of the 1894 flood to 800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles, a 
reduction of storage on Snake River like reductions in other elements of the 
main control plan will require its replacement in some other Columbia Basin 
location. Storage on the Salmon or Clearwater Rivers as you mention would be 
appropriate for part of this replacement. Construction of the Bruces Eddy and 
Penny Cliffs projects on the Clearwater River would permit storing 60 to 65 
percent of the flood runoff of the Clearwater River above Lewiston during the 
control period. Water stored in reservoirs of the main control plan as studied in 
House Document 531 in controlling the 1894 flood to 800,000 cubic feet per second 
amounted to about 30 percent of the natural flood runoff at The Dalles during 
the control period. 

Your last question (unnumbered) requests the corps’ view relative to the power 
installation contemplated. The Corps of Engineers has made no studies of the 
desirable ultimate power installation for a high Hells Canyon project since 
preparation of House Document 531 in 1947-48, and hence is not in a position 
to express an opinion concerning this matter. 

Inasmuch as the committee has requested that the report be expedited, it is 
submitted without a determination by the Bureau of the Budget as to whether 
or not it conforms to the program of the President. As soon as such advice is 
received it will be forwarded to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


WILBER M. Brucker, 
Secretary of the Army. . 
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TABLE I,—Storage plans—Hells Canyon. reach, Snake River 














Normal | Mini- |Totalusable 
pool {mum pool] storage 
Plan reference Projects elevation | elevation |flood control Remarks 
(feet) (feet) | and power 
(acre-feet) 
(1) H. Doe, No. 531.........-- Hells Canyon.__-.. 2, 075 1, 845 3, 280, 000 
(2) BH, Dos. No. 478 }......-..-]..... BOriser heres 2, 077 1, 788 3, 880, 000 | Slightly higher pool 
and greater draw- 
down than in 
(3) 8. Doe. No. 51:1 H. Doe. No, 531. 
(a) With storage at Hells | Mountain Sheep-. 308 122 () 
Canyon in lieu of | Pleasant Valley~-. i i (2) 
Brownlee, Hells Canyon- .--.-- 2; 077 1, 788 8, 880, 000 
et: ates ciemenidinte anak nite aaa eiaied. ok see chet Minin donated 3, 880, 000 
(6) With storage at | Mountain Sheep_. Se (?) 
Brownlee and Pleas- | Pleasant Valley --- 1, 510 1, 410 520, 000 
ant Valley in lieu of | Hells Canyon 3___. 5 OS fA eee (2) 
Hells Canyon. Oxbow 3___..-....- Re Soe. ole od () 
Brownlee #____._.. 2, 077 1, 976 1, 000, 000 
BOG oon teh dopa sebct clon sanncaattocdmbhce tot vadscd et esdteetee 1, 520, 000 
(4) Plan with storage at | Mountain Sheep!. hy Be fos anak (2) 
Brownlee and High} High Pleasant 1, 685 | +1, 570 1, 300, 000 | Backwater of high 
Pleasant Valley. Valley.! Pleasant Valley 
would extend to 
Oxbow site. 
COW 9.5. 45-9 4% ah apa y (2) 
Brownlee 3__.__..- 077 1, 976 1, 000, 000 
POUR hs 20 Sak cont Aten sou e oBS Ss cckb Sef ten ee beet lose san tect 2, 300, 000 
(5) Private utility projects...... Mountain Sheep ‘. 1, 113 1, 083 @) 
Pleasant Valley 4_- 1, 490 1, 386 500, 000 
Hells Canyon 3___. 1, 683-1 «-2.-~3- (2) 
Oxbow 3__-._.___-- 2,800 Perse c eet. () 
Brownlee 3__._- aa. 2, 077 1, 976 1, 000, 000 
WOU S.-i sca beeen HE sec deddee ns chowder’ 1, 500, 000 


1 Based on data by Bureau of Reclamation, 

2 Pondage. 

3 Licensed for construction by Idaho Power Co. 

‘4 License to construct Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley applied for by Pacific Northwest Power Co. 


Senator Anperson. Hearings were held on a virtually identical bill, 
S. 1333, 84th Congress, in the spring of 1955, both in the Pacific North- 
west and in Washington. The verbal testimony with supporting data 
in the main volume of the hearings takes up 943 pages. With the 
appendix, which embraces principally statements file with the com- 
mittee, there are a total of 1,365 pages, all of which will be made a 
part, ‘a reference, of the proceedings on S. 555 this year. 

I will place in the record, by reference, at this point a copy of the 
report by the Senate committee on S. 1333. 

So far as practicable, we desire to avoid detailed repetitions of testi- 
mony so as to confine the hearings this week to a minimum of time 
consumption. However, there are factors which we desire to have 
recorded. 

Members of the Senate and House of Representatives from the 
Pacific Northwest will have an opportunity to present the views of the 
people who have sent them to Washington. 

e status of the court proceedings growing out of the licensing of 
three lower dams in. the fells Canyon reach will be made a part of 
the record, by reference. 

Technical or independent observers have been requested to appear 
and advise as to recent flood conditions in the middle Snake Basin 
which may have a bearing ori the Hells Canyon situation. 
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Expert witnesses from the Department of the Interior, including 
the Bureau of Reclamation, Geological Survey, and Bonneville Power 
Administration, and from the Department of the Army (Corps of 
Engineers), have been asked again to appear as committee witnesses 
to present technical and factual material. They are requested to brief 
and bring up to date their testimony in the 1955 hearings, which the 
committee found exceelingly valuable in its consideration of the 
eo measure. tak ae . 

portunity wi afforded opposition witnesses to appear prob- 
ably beginning tomorrow afternoon. It is desired that they also con- 
fine their testimony to review of previous presentations, but may pre- 
sent any new material they may desire to submit. 

Due to previous engagements, coupled with a physical indisposition 
while in Hawaii, Secretary of the Interior Seaton will be unavailable 
to testify this week. 

The only revision made in the bill from that reported to the Senate 
by this committee in 1956 is in section 2. This revision strengthens 
the protection for upstream water rights and was made at the sugges- 
tion of the able junior Senator from Idaho, Mr. Church. 

The first witness among the technical experts will be Mr. Elwin 
White, of the Bureau of Reclamation, Boise, Idaho, who will sum- 
marize the Hells Canyon project to be authorized by S. 555. 

He will also, in a few words, brief us on the Scriver Creek develop- 
ment and point out the proposed Mountain Home project. 

Mr. White will be followed by Messrs. Riter, Puls, and Hoisington, 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, Denver. They, like Mr. White, are 
among the outstanding engineers of the Bureau who will brief us on 
their 1955 testimony. 

Mr. Lynn Crandall, of Idaho Falls, recognized as the outstandin 
expert on Snake River, holds a dual position as district engineer o 
the Geological Survey and watermaster of the Snake River. 

Mr. Joel Adamson, of the Bonneville Power Administration, will 
bring up to date the 1955 testimony of Mr. Ostrander, who presented 
expert testimony on the power situation in the Pacific Northwest, 
particularly with reference to the proposed Hells Canyon project. 

The Corps of Engineers have at the request of the committee again 
assigned Mr. Gordon Fernald to testify on the comprehensive plan 
for the development of the Columbia River Basin. He will review 
previous testimony and also bring in on-site data as to the effect of 
the recent floods in the middle Snake on the Hells Canyon construc- 
tion operation of the Idaho Power Co, under its license. 

Now, we will start with the senior Senator from Oregon, Mr. Morse. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE MORSE, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, n.embers of the committee: needless 
to say, I am pleased to testify before this committee on a project 
which I believe will be of prime importance to the preservation of 
the maximum potential of the Nation’s natural resources in my section 
of the country. 

A high dam at Hell Canyon is more important than it ever was. 
This is so because of the needs that it would meet are becoming ever 
more critical. 








HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 7 


Those needs are: Low cost power for new industry and jobs and 
more economic farming, flood control storage, irrigation to meet ex- 
panding food requirements, and sound recreational development. 

Both quantitatively and qualitatively a high dam at Hells Canyon 
remains the most economic project in the Snake River Basin. Only 
if the full potential of this greatest tributary of the Columbia River 
-is achieved will the Columbia Basin be fully developed and make its 
maximum contribution to the Nation. . 


‘LOW COST POWER FOR INDUSTRY AND JOBS 


The four Columbia Basin States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, 
and Montana, are suffering, as they do each winter, from acute unem- 
ployment. According to the latest Department of Labor report on 
unemployment insurance—for the week ending February 16, 1957— 
Oregon and Idaho have the highest rates of Eseeep reas in the 
country—10.8 Pernt and 10.4 percent, ree ontana has 
the fourth highest rate, 9.2 percent, and Washington is sixth with 
8.8 percent. 

ese States suffer from a chronic condition of seasonal unemploy- 
ment directly related to thé comparative lack of year-round industry. 

The situation in the State of Washington would be even more serious 
if it were not for the giant Boeing plant at Seattle, a plant which is: 
sustained by low cost public power. 

My State of Oregon has a most unsure economic future. Our forest 
based economy presently suffers from chronic and serious unemploy- 
ment every winter. Even now several communities are faced with 
the oes of logging and mill operations as local forest resources are 
depleted. 

t is anticipated that this condition will spread. We are in des- 
perate need of industry and our main attraction to industry is low 
cost power. 

The Nation as a whole needs that industry for products which are 
onperen to be in short supply—such as titanium—and, in order to 
achieve dispersion, a vital defense factor. 

The Nation’s farmers need the new low cost phosphate fertilizer 
which low cost Hells Canyon power alone can make possible to the 
fullest extent. The evidence on this point was fully documented in 
the 1955 hearings and I shall not repeat it here. 

The power to be generated at site and which Hells Canyon would 
make possible downstream will make possible new private enterprise 
with new plants and the businesses which spring up to serve new indus- 
trial communities. What the supporters of high Hells Canyon Dam 
want is a transfusion of low cost power for a more vigorous private 
enterprise economy. 

A more balanced local economy will be achieved in population, with 
new purchasing power growth. There will be a larger market for 
regional farm products and the manufactured. wares of the whole 
country. This new economic vitality will be good for the whole 
country. 

It does not take much foresight to know that in but a few decades 
our growing population will need a more abundant food supply. Ex- 
pansion of agricultural capacity will require expansion of irrigation 
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and reclamation. Even Secretary of Interior Seaton has warned of 
this need. 

That expansion cannot be accomplished economically without the 
historic aid of public power revenues for irrigation and reclamation 
projects. . 

In Idaho and.eastern Oregon especially, the future of irrigation and 
reclamation depends upon Hells Canyon as a Federal project. 

In 1953 when Secretary of Interior McKay withdrew former Secre- 
tary Chapman’s opposition to the Idaho Power Co. application, he 
mentioned that other possible dams might be pressed into service to 
provide power revenues for irrigation. Those alternatives are disap- 
pearing under the administration’s resource policies. So-called part- 
nership makes no provision for aid to irrigation. 

The administration has even welched on its tentative recommenda- 
tion of the Scriver Creek power facilities. 

In 1954, the Budget Bureau’s report on S. 1664 indicated its concur- 
rence in what it said would be the Interior Department’s recommenda- 
tion of this project. Yet, when the Interior Department’s report ar- 
rived in August 1954, not even Sriver Creek was recommended. 

The will-o’-the-wisp so-called high Pleasant Valley study promises 
very little for the future of irrigation, even if it is proposed as a Fed- 
eral project. The administration is being so cagey and reticent on 
Pleasant Valley that I can only conclude that it is playing for time. 
This “maybe,” “perhaps,” “if” study approach of Secretary Seaton 
will build no dams and provide no help to future irrigation. 

He may get a gold star for publicity, but he is flunking the kilowatt, 
acre-feet of storage for flood control test. 


DESPERATE NEED FOR FLOOD CONTROL STORAGE 


The Army “308” comprehensive report of 1948, confirmed in its es- 
sentials by independent Bureau of Reclamation studies, remains the 
best plan for Columbia River Basin development. It is to be recalled 
that the high dam at Hells Canyon was included in all the alternative 
best plans put forward in the 308 report and the studies that imme- 
diately followed. 

This basin blueprint was designed to achieve maximum economic 
water resource development. A major goal of such development is 
flood control. 

Man has all too short a memory. Only last March I sat in this 
hearing room and examined General Itschner, Assistant Chief of 
Engineers for Civil Works, on the Columbia Basin flood threat. 

At that time he was assistant. Now he has been promoted, as you 
know, to the head of the corps. 

When I raised the question of the flood threat posed by heavy snow- 
packs he replied: 

The situation is serious in the Columbia Basin, and it is also serious in the 
Snake Basin as part of the Columbia—(Hearings, Upper Columbia River De- 
velopment, p. 89). 

‘He went on to confirm my information that the snowpacks were of 
the proportion that caused the 1894 flood, the greatest on record. 

Immediately following, he, Senator Neuberger and I, had these ex- 
changes: 








Snare 
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Senator Morse. Are the Army engineers still of the opinion that Hells Canyon 
Dam would be valuable as a flood control dam? 

General IrscHNeR. There is no question that it would be valuable as a flood 
control storage dam, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Along that line, as Senator Morse said, I remember when 
the hearing was held about the suggestion for revising the height of John Day, 
I believe that General Foote did comment at that time that one of the reasons 
he was somewhat disturbed about a lesser quantity of storage at John Day was 
the fact that Hells Canyon had been diminished or seemed to be diminishing 
as a storage project. I remember quite definitely that General Foote was quoted 
to that general effect. 

General IrscHyer. That certainly is true. It is of concern that we have lost 
storage at Hells Canyon, as it is at other places, like Priest Rapids where we ~ 
have lost 2 million acre-feet. We gave up Glacier View in the beginning, but 
we wanted an alternative site for Glacier View, which has not been forthcoming. 
We are having the greatest of difficulties in getting additional storage any place 
in the basin. 

Senator Morse. * * * In your statement you say that possible Canadian stor- 
age, because of its remote location with respect to the major areas of flood dam- 
age in the United States, would not be as effective in controlling floods as most 
storage in the United States. Doesn’t this make the preservation of storage at 
Hells Canyon all the more important, therefore? 

General IrscHNeR. The value of flood control storage increases with its prox- 
imity to the point that you desire to protect. Hells Canyon is close to the points 
which we desire to protect, which are in the Columbia River Basin beginning 
at McNary Dam, but largely downstream from The Dalles. So the closer it is 
the more effective it becomes. 

We actually use a factor to apply against flood control storage in various 
reservoirs. Some of it is 100 percent effective. I think the Hells Canyon 
factor of remoteness would certainly be 100 percent. 

On the other hand, for Mica Creek and some of the other remote reservoirs, 
we would use a factor of perhaps 65 percent for remoteness. 


The need for flood-control storage and the growing scarcity of ade- 
quate storage sites were also underscored by Secretary Seaton in his 
letter of February 14, 1957, to the Federal Power Commission. He 
wrote: 


Agencies of the Department of the Interior have been working closely with 
the Corps of Engineers in its current review of the main control plan for the 
Columbia River Basin. The current flood-contro) plan of the Corps of Engineers, 
published in House Document No. 531, 8ist Congress, second session, indicates 
the need for about 4 million acre-feet of flocd-control storage on the Snake River 
above Lewiston. 

The Brownlee development of the Idaho Power Co., now under construction, 
will provide about 1 million acre-feet of flood-control capacity. The Oxbow 
and Hells Canyon developments of the Idaho Power Co. will not provide signifi- 
cant quantities of such capacity, and the proposals of the Pacific Northwest 
Power Co. for the Pleasant Valley and Mountain Sheep developments would pro- 
vide about 500,000 acre-feet. 

In the light of the need for development of additional flood-control capacity 
in the Snake River Basin, I instructed the Bureau of Reclamation in September 
1956 to evaluate data available concerning the potentials of the Pleasant Valley 
site for the joint major purposes of flood control and power development * * *. 


In his letter, Secretary Seaton admits what the advocates of high 
Hells Canyon Dam have said all along: It is imperative to obtain 
maximum flood-control storage in the Middle Snake and the Idaho 
Power Co. plan for the Hells Canyon stretch fails to provide adequate 
storage. 

Since the administration began to block the high Hells Canyon 
Dam in 1953, there has been no planning deserving the name, In- 
stead, the current 308 review study has proceeded on the assumption 
that the Middle Snake should not be considered and the Snake and its 
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tributaries have been Balkanized by the Bureau of Reclamation and 
the private utilities. 
e administration comes forward belatedly and timorously with 
Yh puother projected study of a so-called high dam at Pleasant 
alley. 

This latest move is a patch on a flat tire of a program. Secretary 
Seaton has not even put the jack under the car. All he is saying, in 
effect, is that partnership has suffered a blowout. 

Yet the 1957 winter flood of the Snake River shows that we are 
again headed for trouble. The 1956 flood threat was dissipated with- 

‘out severe damage, thanks to Grand Coulee storage on the main stem 
and lucky weather throughout the basin. We will not be so lucky 
again. 

ert is irresponsible and inexcusable to delay a high dam at Hells 

Canyon which is indispensable to adequate flood control on the Snake. 

Mr. Seaton can jugg e proposals and figures as he pleases. He may 
cry “Eureka,” or “Maybe, Eureka,” with his “study” of high Pleasant 
Valley. It would wash out little Hells Canyon Dam and foreclose for- 
ever the possibility of a Nez Perce Dam—with its 4,800,000 acre feet 
of storage. But he will not achieve adequate flood control. 

Nez Perce is not presently feasible because of fish passage problems, 
If Secretary Seaton wants to study something important, Jet him 
study the Nez Perce fish problem. If it can be solved, we can achieve 

maximum flood control and low-cost power production. 

But, instead, the Secretary is proposing—perhaps—maybe—to 
substitute Brownlee and Pleasant Valley with 2,300,000 acre-feet of 
flood-control storage for Hells Canyon with its 3,880,000 acre-feet and 
Nez Perce with 4,800-000 acre-feet—a total of 8,600,000 acre-feet of 
usable storage. : 

OTHER “ALTERNATIVES” 


In its desperate attempt to somehow, somewhere, make up for the 
loss of high Hells Canyon storage, the administration is backing the 
Bruces Eddy Dam on the Clearwater. That project would block 
fish runs, flood elk feeding grounds and invaded a magnificent wilder- 
ness area. Until and unless these conservation problems are licked, I 
shall oppose Bruces Eddy—as do the major conservation groups of 
the country. 

Last spring the dean of American conservationists, Dr. Ira Gabriel- 
son, pointed out the folly of going forward with Bruces Eddy, while 
sacrificing high Hells Canyon which would promote conservation and 
outdoor recreation. : 

I ask that the statement of his organization, Citizens Committee 
for Natural Resources, be placed in the record at this point in my 
remarks. 

Senator Anperson. Without objection, it will be placed in the 
record. 

(Dr. Gabrielson’s statement follows :) 


WILpLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, . 
Washington, D. C., July 1, 1955. 


Hon. RicHARD NEUBERGER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 
Dear SENATOR NEUBERGER: I have read with interest your speech which ap- 
peared in the Congressional Record for June 1 concerning the Hells Canyon Dam 
and the proposed dams on the Clearwater and Salmon Rivers. I wish to em- 
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phasize that the national conservation organizations are opposed to any dams 
on the Salmon and the Clearwater for the reasons which you advance. These 
are the two most important spring Chinook salmon spawning streams still avail- 
able in the Columbia-Snake River system, and they should be kept clear of dams 
at all costs. 

In addition to their disastrous effect on the important salmon and steelhead 
runs, dams on the Salmon and the propesed Penny Cliffs and Bruces Eddy 
Dams would destroy essential big game wintering range. Those on the Clearwater 
would destroy some of the most important part of the range for one of the larg- 
est remaining herds of elk in the country. I am quite sure that all national 
conservation organizations have taken a position in opposition to these dams 
and will do anything in their power to prevent their being authorized. 

Conservation organizations generally have never opposed the Hells Canyon 
development and have taken no part in the controversy over that area. The 
development of the Hells Canyon site will not interfere with any major runs of 
fish and will not cause any important loss of wildlife resources. I am sure that 
generally we would rather see the needs of the Northwest for power met by the 
development of Hells Canyon power than see any developments on either the 
Clearwater or the Salmon Rivers. From our standpoint, it is a choice between 
a major impairment of -wildlife, fishery, and scenic values as against one that 
has no great significance in any of these fields. 

' §incerely, 
Ira N. GABRIELSON, President. 


THE COMPANY LICENSES 


As the committee knows, the Idaho Power Co. FPC licenses are 
under challenge before the Supreme Court of the United States. 
' No one can foretell the outcome of the case. 

However, the company has waived in writing any claims for com- 

ensation if its licenses are set aside in that ee . Indeed, 
it has posted a bond to insure that the United States will be spared 
any expense for removing any structure it may have in the canyon. 

If the FPC order is upheld by the Court, as is possible under the 
legal—not engineering—issues presented, there is still a question.as 
to whether the company is entitled to compensation if the licenses 
are supervened by congressional authorization of the high dam. That 
legal issue and the measure of compensation due, if any, are up to 
the courts. ; 

I urge the committee to explore what effect an award of damages 
would have upon the feasibility of the high dam. My information 
is that the effect upon the benefit-cost ratio and power costs would be 
negligible. If the company would have some money coming, I would 
be among the first to see that it gets it. ~ 

I want to stress that point because I want to make clear on this 
record, as I have elsewhere, that I have no desire at all to follow any 
punitive course against Idaho Power Co. or any other power company. 

I think that if as a result of congressional action the high dam is 
built, then, if the courts so decide, the Idaho Power Co. ought to have 
returned to it the actual cost of construction that it may lose as a 
result of the building of a high Hells Canyon Dam. 

Furthermore, let me say, and I have not said this publicly before 
on the record, it has always been my position that if we build a high 
Hells Canyon Dam the Idaho Power Co. should be favorably con- 
sidered for a long-term contract for power of that dam in order to 
serve those customers in Idaho that want to be served by a private 
utility. 

89648—57——2 
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I think the result of it will be to lower the cost of power to those 
customers. 

One of the questions people in my State constantly ask is, Why 
do you support a 500,000-kilowatt block of power in this bill to 
be set aside for the counties that are to be served in this reach of 
the basin ?—which includes, incidentally, the tier of counties along the 
eastern border of Oregon, as well as the counties in the State of Idaho. 

I will tell you one reason I do. Because I feel that setting aside 

that 500,000 block of kilowatts of power puts the Government then 
in a position to be exceptionally fair to the Idaho Power to enter 

into a long-term contract with the Idaho Power Co. to get the power 
that it needs for its immediate use in that area of Idaho. 

In fact, if I were a member of the board of directors of the Idaho 
Power Co. I would say to my officers, “Why in the world are you 
trying to build there inadequate dams, when a high dam under the 
negotiations with the Federal Government might make available to 
us power even at a cheaper rate than we possibly could generate it 
out of these low-head dams?” 

I have always said and repeat on this record this morning, that I 
think we ought to all sit down around a conference table with repre- 
sentatives of this administration for reappraisal and reevaluation of 
this whole power and resource development program in the Pacific 
Northwest. so that we can work out together a program whereby we 
will not sacrifice great multiple-purpose dam sites and at the same 
time see to it that our private utilities are permitted to coexist with 
these Government facilities at a profit to both. | 

I am satisfied that statesmanship can accomplish that end. 

I want to say this by way of digression from my prepared statement 
this morning, because that is one of the reasons that I have the 
500,000-kilowatt block of power reserved in this bill. 

Senator Anperson. All right, Senator Morse, you know in the 
development of the St. Lawrence there have been recently some con- 
tracts signed with the large aluminum companies particularly, who are 
large buyers of power in the Northwest. : 

' Senator Morsr. Certainly. 

Senator Anprerson. You regard that sale to Reynolds Aluminum 
and Aluminum Company of Desa. without attempting to pass on 
the rates or anything else, as a desirable step, do you not ? 

Senator Morse. Without passing on those particular transactions, 
I would say that reasonable contracts with large industrial users of 
power is a desirable thing in many situations. I just refuse to admit, 
because I know it is not true, that representatives of this Government, 
at the executive level, and at the legislative level, cannot sit down and 

work out an area of agreement here where we do not sacrifice the 
maximum. potential of these natural resources. That is the only goal 
I have in mind. When you are going to eliminate for all time in the 
future what these experts testify would be the ideal simply because 
we find this conflict between public and private power, I think our 
generation owes it to future generations to find out where that area 
of agreement is without sacrificing the greatest remaining multiple- 
purpose dam site. 

It is just a challenge to us and if it means a long-term contract with 
a private utility to get the power that it needs in order to serve its 
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customers at fair and reasonable rates, the senior Senator from Oregon 
will be the first to urge that such a contract be entered into. 


PEOPLE HAVE APPROVED HIGH DAM 


In public test after public test, the free men and women of the 
region have voted for the high dam: This was so when the Idaho 
Power Co.-supported Senate bill 99 was defeated by referendum in 
1949. 

People keep saying, “What about the people in your State on high 
Hells Canyon Dam?” I don’t know how they could commit them- 
selves any more clearly than they did in 1949 when we had this 
referendum and Senate bill 99 went down to a referendum defeat. 

Again, in 1954, Senator Neuberger campaigned vigorously for 
Hells Canyon and won over an opponent of Federal development. 

I am not one of these men that claim this issue and this issue alone 
determines these elections. We, as politicians, know better than that. 
All I am saying is that this issue has been a vital political issue in our 
State and in the Pacific Northwest for some years in the past and I 
think the election results support the thesis which I am contending this 
morning. 

Senator Magnuson defeated the most outspoken foe of Hells Canyon. 
The same pattern was present in the reelection of Don Magnuson and 
Gracie Pfost, and was a factor in the great victory of Senator Church. 
Hells Canyon advocates Lee Metcalf and Leroy Anderson won in 
Montana. 

In Oregon, Congresswoman Edith Green, another outspoken and 
effective Hells Canyon supporter, won. Charles Porter won a great 
upset victory in Oregon. The pattern held in his case. 

Congressman Al Ullman has been long identified with Hells Canyon 
as an organizer of the Tristate and National Hells Canyon Associa- 
tions. His opponent was against the high dam. 

My own Senate race involved Hells Canyon, as you know. I would 
make no comment beyond inserting in the record one of the most impor- 
tant public documents of the campaign as an example of the stress I 
placed upon the issue. It is entitled “The Issues—Morse Version,” 
as published in the newspaper of greatest circulation in Oregon, The 
Oregonian, on September 16, 1956. 

It is a very short one-page statement, Mr. Chairman, and I would 
like to have it in the record, if I may. 

Senator ANperson. Without objection it will be placed in the record. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


{The Oregonian, September 16, 1956] 
THE Issues, Morse VERSION: SENATOR CHARGES Bias FAvorine Bie BUSINESS 


What are the major issues in the campaign for the office of United 
States Senator from Oregon? 

The question was put to the candidates, Wayne L. Morse, Demo- 
crat, incumbent, and to Douglas McKay, Republican nominee. 

Following is the Morse assessment of the issues. 


(By Wayne L. Morse) 


In the 1956 senatorial race Oregonians will choose between continued repre- 
sentation in the public interest and a candidate who avoids the issues but whose 
record as Secretary of the Interior demonstrates bias in favor of big business 
and special interests. 
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TIDELANDS: EDUCATION AID 


The contrast between me and my opponent is clearly drawn on the tidelands 
oil issue. Three times the United States Supreme Court declared that the 
billions of dollars of offshore oil and mineral wealth did not belong to a few 
coastal States but was under paramount Federal jurisdiction. On this issue 
I stood with the Supreme Court and cosponored legislation to devote the revenues 
from this national asset to aiding education. The former Secretary told a Senate 
committee, “I am on the side of Texas and Louisiana.” He urged that Congress 
give these offshore lands to Texas, Louisiana, California, and Florida despite 
the Supreme Court’s ruling that they had no legal claim. The gift included some 
$50 million already collected for oil leases. ° 

When the 83d Republican Congress voted this “giveaway,” the schoolchildren, 
teachers and parents of the United States lost their best hope for Federal aid to 
education—a new, untapped source of enormous revenue. This loss of national 
wealth deprived 44 States—including Oregon—of better education and relief 
from some of the financial burden which causes high local taxes. 


EQUITABLE TAXATION 


Taxes should be apportioned according to our historic principle of “ability to 
pay.” In the Senate I have worked, with some success, for reduction and 
elimination of wartime excise taxes, which are really national sales taxes. The 
Eisenhower administration opposed these decreases. In 1954 and 1955 I sup- 
ported and voted for tax relief for all taxpayers by increasing the personal and 
dependence exemption from $600 to $700 or, in the alternative, a $20 tax credit 
for taxpayers and $10 cash credit for dependents. The administration opposed 
these proposals and defeated them although they were badly needed by low- 
and middle-income groups and would have given new purchasing power so badly 
needed to remedy the 1954 recession and the 1956 slowdown we are experiencing, 

The administration did support and achieve special tax relief for large cor- 
porations and stockholders. This means 73 cents of each tax dollar went to 
corporations and only 9 cents to families earning $5,000 or less. My opponent 
is running as the administration candidate. Until he disowns this action, taken 
when he was a member of the Cabinet, they are his policies. 


CREDIT SQUEEZE 


The record will show that I was the first Member of Congress to oppose the 
high interest, tight-money policy embarked upon by the administration only a 
few days after it took office. This policy means that the taxpayer pays more 
for interest on the national debt. 

It also meant higher interest payments for all investments and purchases. 
Big business can afford higher interest rates, but small independent businessmen 
and farmers cannot. Nor can consumers. The interest rates on mortgages are 
a large part of the purchase price of a home. High interest rates have dis- 
couraged home buying and building. Construction has fallen from a rate of 
1,400,000 units to 1,100,000 units in 1956. This means, among other undesirable 
results, less lumber sold for housing. This explains in large part why lumber 
sales this year have fallen behind other years and about equals the very poor year 
of 1950. 

Lumber and wood products are Oregon’s No. 1 industry. Oregonians are 
suffering lost sales and lost pay from this administration policy which enables 
big banking institutions to make more while lending less. 

Farmers and businessmen need credit on reasonable terms to finance equip- 
ment, modernization, expansion, and inventory. When money costs are too high, 
they lag behind and many fail. 

Consumers are paying higher prices because of the high-interest policy. Their 
dollars buy less. Lost sales mean lost retail profits, less manufacturing, lost 
industrial payrolls, lost consumer purchasing power. It is a vicious cycle that 
feeds upon itself. 

FAMILY FARM FAILURES 


Repeatedly this administration has hurt farmer purchasing power in a con- 
sistent pattern of reducing the percentage of parity price supports wherever 
there was the power to do so on nonbasics, such as dairy products. It opposed 
putting a firm price floor under basic crops. I have worked in the Senate for 
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legislation to ease credit and reverse the farm price slump, which has enriched 
processors and not helped consumers. 

This year in the Senate I was a principal sponsor of the domestic parity 
(two price) plan for wheat endorsed by the Oregon Wheat League and Grange. 
It would have helped wheat ranchers, and cattle and poultry producers by 
lowering cost of feed grain. We passed this measure as part of the first farm 
bill, vetoed by the President, who cited the domestic parity plan as one of the 
reasons for disapproving the bill. 

This administration has had to be forced by congressional pressure to use its 
authority to purchase distress crops for the school-lunch program, to aid school- 
children while bolstering prices of nonbasics. 

Decent farmer purchasing power is essential to businessmen and workers 
who rely heavily on the farm market to purchase their products. America needs 
to preserve the farm family if our social pattern and our food-producing potential 
is to be protected. 

SOCIAL SECURITY, LABOR 


Adequate purchasing power must be insured to men and women who work 
for a living. Our average national age is constantly rising. The millions who 
have lost full earning power by age or disability need full social-security protec- 
tion and benefits adequate for decent standards of living. Yet this admin- 
istration opposed lowering the retirement age for women and payments for 
the disabled. Both were written into the law, but only in modified form because 
of administration resistance. Those principles should be extended and benefits 
increased if those retired and who will retire are to live with self-respect and 
not become public charges. , 

This administration opposed raising the minimum wage to $1 an hour and 
prescribing decent wages on federally finaneed projects, such as highway con- 
struction. These measures are needed to give working people a decent income 
and protect areas ilke Oregon from cheap-labor competition elsewhere in the 
country. 

Revision of the Taft-Hartley Act is needed to take labor-management relations 
out of the field of legalistic warfare weighted against employees and unions of 
their own choosing. Candidate Eisenhower in 1952 admitted that there are 
union-busting provisions in the law. They must be removed and the law made 
fair to employees, employers, and unions—and protect the public. 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Our State and region are blessed with rich resources, principally flowing water 
and timber, which must be developed for the maximum benefit of all groups— 
not just special interests. 

This administration, speaking through my opponent, opposed full development 
of the finest remaining dam site in the country, Hells Canyon. Oregon needs 
the low-cost power high Hells Canyon would generate and make possible at 
downstream dams by the orderly release of stored water. Oregon needs the full 
flood control that only the high dam would give. We need aid to irrigation and 
navigation and the vast new tourist and recreational site Hells Canyon Lake 
would provide. All of these benefits, which mean new income and jobs for 
Oregonians and defense’ strength for the Nation, will be lost if the adminis- 
tration succeeds in handing over this site to the Idaho Power Co. for permanent 
underdevelopment. Because of Court delays, there is still a chance for Congress 
to reverse the Hells Canyon giveaway next year. This election will be crucial 
in that decision. 

Oregon needs the power and flood control of dams like John Day, Green Peter, 
Hills Creek, and Holley. This administration has opposed and slowed appro- 
priations for these vital projects. It was my privilege, working with Senator 
Neuberger and Congresswoman Edith Green, to win funds in the Senate to start 
and speed up these projects. This election will decide whether the Federal 
multipurpose dam program is to: be resumed full scale or turned over to a 
handful of utilities for private profit and high-cost power from the public’s 
resources. 

CONSERVATION 


This election will also decide whether the public lands, forests, and wilderness 
areas will be subjected to continued profit raids, such as those approved during 
my opponent’s tenure as Interior Secretary (Al Sarena, oil leases in wildlife 
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refuges, etc.), or developed and preserved for their highest use in the public 
interest. 

There are other issues, such as veterans’ benefits, protection of the career 
civil servant, adequate health facilities, research on diseases, such as cancer, 
mental ills, and heart ailments, upon which the people of Oregon have a right 
to know where the candidates for the United States Senate stand. It shall 
continue to be my practice to discuss these problems and my views and my 
record on each of them. Nothing less will serve for a free people in a democratic 
society. 


On the record the sum of issues between me and my opponent add up to one 
major issue: “Public interest versus private interest.” 


THE FUTURE IS LONG 


Senator Morse. Let us remember, gentlemen, that what Congress 
does or fails to do, what the administration does or fails to do, will have 
long-range effects. The floods and power shortages of the future, the 
economic consequences of full development or underdevelopment can- 
not be undone once the pattern is is set. A low, inadequate Idaho 
Power Co. dam cannot be repealed. A gerrymandered river can- 
‘not be reclaimed. 

As trustees for future generations of Americans, as well as guard- 
ians of the public interest today, Congress, the. President, the Secre- 
_tary of Interior, and other executive officials have grave responsibil- 
ities. The issue is a moral one—all signs point to the necessity of the - 
high dam, and I urge speedy enactment of the bill. 

Task, Mr. Chairman, because undoubtedly there will be discussion of 
upstream water rights, to include at this point an analysis of the up- 
stream water rights problem based upon the argument that .I made on 
July 14, 1955, entitled “Hells Canyon Bill Provides Best. Protection 
to Idaho Upstream Water Rights.” It is a short statement. I would 
like to have it incorporated as part of my remarks. It includes some 
analysis of some court decisions which I think are of some importance 
to the committee. 

Senator Anperson. Without objection it will be included in the rec- 
ord at this point. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


Hetis CANYON BILt PRovIDES BEST PROTECTION TO IDAHO UPSTREAM WATER RIGHTS 


Remarks by Senator Wayne Morse (Democrat, of Oregon) in the United States 
Senate, July 14, 1955 


The Army engineers, the Bureau of Reclamation, and most recently an exam- 
iner of the Federal Power Commission have declared after intensive study that 
the high Hells Canyon Dam would provide the best development of the Middle 
Snake River as it runs between Idaho and Oregon. In addition, they agree that 
it would contribute to the maximum multipurpose benefits to the full use of the 
rich water resources of the Columbia River Basin. 

There has been a great deal of propaganda inspired by the Idaho Power Co. 
that the Hells Canyon Dam should not be built, that a new economic era for the 
Pacific Northwest should not be opened, because the dam allegedly would imperil 
present and future irrigation in Idaho. 

This rebuttal is recommended to the special attention of the senior Senator 
from Utah who has expressed concern over the water rights aspect of the Hells 
Canyon project. 


TESTIMONY CONCLUSIVE THAT WATER SUFFICIENT FOR POWER AND IRRIGATION 


Expert testimony was given before the Federal Power Commission and the 
Senate Reclamation Subcommittee that streamflow studies shows there is suffi- 
cient water to supply the 3,880,000 acre-feet of Hells Canyon storage without 
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denying an acre-foot of water needed in Idaho for irrigation from the Snake River 
Basin. : 

This is the conclusion of fact reached by the FPC examiner after a year of 
hearings (finding No. 116) : 

“With ample allowance for all foreseeable upstream irrigation water uses, a de- 
pendable water supply can reasonably be expected for the efficient and economic 
operation of the high dam project during its payout period.” [Hmphasis added.} 

This conclusion was supported by the testimony of Bureau of Reclamation 
experts before the Reclamation Subcommittee this spring. i 

That testimony was based upon studies of the most adverse streamflows. It is 
reinforced when the following fact is taken into account: the Hells Canyon res- 
ervoir would not be refilled anew each year. -Onee it is filled only small amounts 
of ‘water would be required to maintain the 3,880,000 acre-feet required for maxi- 
mum operation. 

8. 1883 GIVES IRONCLAD PRIORITY TO UPSTREAM 


The physical fact that there is adequate water for the operation of the high 
Federal dam and all planned irrigation should set to rest any of the emotional 
fears that Idaho irrigation is imperiled. Indeed, the maximum future irrigation 
upon which the studies were based would take many decades to achieve. 

To remove all fears section 2 of 8S. 1333, the Hells Canyon bill provides: 

“The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not conflict 
with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other bene- 
ficial consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing valid under State 
law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries.” 

No more ironclad protection could be provided to insure the upstream irriga- 
tion (and that is the only kind involved) will have an absolute priority over 
all other uses of the waters of the Snake. 

This provision is far stronger than the corresponding provision of the Hells 
Canyon bill (S. 3556), introduced by Senator Dworshak in .1950, which read: 

“The operation of Hells Canyon Dam and Reservoir for the generation of 
- power shall be without prejudice to future depletion of streamfiows arising from 
upstream diversions for beneficial consumptive uses under water rights estab- 
lished under State laws in a a total amount which are determined to be reason- 
able, having regard for the upstream beneficial consumptive use of water for 
the new and supplemental land. developments indicated in chapter IV of the 
Substantiating Materials, Hells Canyon Project Report, approved by the Acting 
Secretary of the Interior, June 9, 1948.” [Emphasis added. ] 

There has been an attempt to place in doubt the effectiveness of section 2 
of.the present bill by using a memorandum dated March 23, 1954, provided by the 
Legislative Reference Service to Congressman Budge, of Idaho. (That memo- 
randum appears in the Senate hearings on S. 1333 at pp. 29-89. )* 

In fact that legal analysis supports the contention that the Hells Canyon 
bill provides the maximum legislative protection to upstream water rights. 

It declares: “We are unable to state that the language of these bills would 
not protect both present and future diversions. It would protect such diver- 
sions to the extent that other areas are now similarly protected by similar pro- 
visions. Such protection, as we have heretofore indicated, is not absolute, and 
sonnet a absolute, because of the constitutional powers of Congress that are 

nvolved.” 

There can be no justification for opponents of the Hells Canyon bill asking for 
more protection for upstream water rights than is presently given “other areas 
* * * similarly protected by similar provisions.” Indeed, 8. 1333 gives more 
protection than legislation governing similar projects. Moreover, the Pacific 
Northwest has abundant water supply, whereas, other areas with similar projects 
have water scarcity problems. 


AN INTERSTATE COMPACT COULD DO NO MORE 


Despite the fact that there is no problem of water scarcity in the Snake River 
Basin and that S. 1338 provides complete protection and priority for upstream 
water use the argument is made that the Congress, in the absence of a controlling 
interstate compact, could eliminate that protection. . 





1 The analysis is of H. R. 4648 in the 83d Cong. ; that bill was identical to my bill, 8S. 1664. 
Sec. 2 of S. 1333 of this Congress is the same as sec. 2 of S. 1664. The language has been 
streamlined to eliminate repetitiousness ; if anything it is more clear. 
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This implies that Congress would be guilty of bad faith at some future time. 
I suggest that this argument is fanciful. The Congress of the United States 
deserves greater confidence than that. But, the opponents counter: 

“Let us make sure. An interstate compact with the required approval of the 
Congress would prevent any future Congress from changing the water-use 
priorities contained in such a compact.” 

As a matter of law, that is not the ease. I ask unanimous consent to insert 
at this point in my remarks a memorandum prepared by the American Law 
Section of the Legislative Reference Service: 


Tue Liprary or CONGRESS, 
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., July 1, 1955. 
To: Hon. WAYNE Morse, , 
From : James P. Radigan, Jr., senior specialist in American law. 
Subject: Amendability and revocability of interstate compacts with particular 
reference to the distribution water. 


Subject to congressional consent, amendment of a compact is a matter for 
the decision of the contracting States (Henderson v. Delaware River Joint Toll 
Bridge Commission (1949) 66 A. 2d 843, 848, cert. denied, 338 U. S. 850). An 
agreement solemnly entered into between States by those who alone have 
political authority to speak for the State cannot be unilaterally nullified; nor 
is it to be given its final meaning by an organization of one only of the contracting 
States (West Virginia ew rel. Dyer v. Sims (1951) 341 U. S. 22). While Con- 
gress may refuse consent to a compact it has no authority to vary its terms 
(Green vy. Biddle (1823) 8 Wheat. 1, 37). Congress, however, may condition its 
consent. (See 41 Stat. 1447 and 45 Stat. 300.) 

On the other hand, compacts between States cannot diminish the power of 
the Congress to improve waterways (South Carolina v. Georgia (1876) 93 U. S. 
4), nor diminish the power of Congress to pass acts pursuant to any other con- 
stitutional powers granted, otherwise a compact between two States might annul 
a constitutional power granted the Federal Government ( Wilson v. Mason (1801) 
1 Cr. 45, 91-92). Occupation of a delegated field by Congress is conclusive of 
arly contrary State right (Wisconsin v. Duluth (1877) 96 U.-S. 379, 387; Green 
Bay and Mississippi Canal Co. v. Patten Paper Co. (1898) 172 U. 8S. 58,81). And 
this is true even with respect to rights under a compact entered into prior to 
the adoption of the Constitution (South Carolina v. Georgia, supra). (See Mis- 
souri v. Illinois & Chicago District (1901) 180 U. 8. 208, 228.) 

‘While an interstate compact may not be modified by direct amendment or 
inconsistent subsequent legislation of a State (Green v. Biddle, supra ; Hawkins v. 
Barry (1831) 5 Pet. 457, 464; Pennsylwania v. Wheeling € Belmont Bridge Co. 
(1852) 13 How. 518, 565; Missouri v. Illinois (1906) 200 U. S. 496, 519; Virginia v. 
West Virginia (1921) 220 U. 8.1; and Olin v. Kitzmiller (1922) 259 U. S. 260), it 
may be modified by inconsistent Federal legislation when within the field of 
a delegated power (Wilson v. Mason, supra and Pennsylwania v. Wheeling &€ 
Belmont Bridge Co. (1855) 18 How. 421, 433). 

Compacts with reference to the distribution of water are likely to fall into the 
eategory of compacts which might be affected by subsequent Federal legislation 
enacted under the commerce clause. These compacts will control distribution 
notwithstanding water rights of claimants granted before the State entered 
into the compact (Hindenlider v. La Plata River & C. Creek Ditch Co. (1938) 
304 U. S. 92). 

I would stress the conclusion: 

“While an interstate compact may not be modified by direct amendment or 
inconsistent subsequent legislation of a State (Green v. Biddle, supra; Hawkins 
v. Barry (1831) 5 Pet. 457, 464; Pennsylvania v. Wheeling & Belmont Bridge 
Co. (1852) 13 How. 518, 565; Missouri vy. Illinois (1906) 200 U. 8. 496, 519; 
Virginia v. West Virginia (1921) 220 U. S. 1; and Olin v. Kitzmiller (1922) 
259 U. S. 260), it may be modified by inconsistent Federal legislation when 
within the field of a delegated power (Wilson v. Mason, supra and Pennsylvania 
v. Wheeling & Belmont Bridge Co. (1855) 18 How. 421, 433).” 

This conclusion was obviously shared by the drafters of the proposed Co- 

_lumbia Basin interstate compact. The proposed compact which was ratified this 
year by the Idaho Legislature, specifically conditions the operation and duration 
of the compact not only upon congressional approval, but, in addition, upon in- 
dependent legislation incorporating the provisions of the section on water rights. 
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It provides that when and if such a law is repealed, the compact would there- 
after be inoperative. Section VII D provides: © 

“This compact shall become effective only if Federal law accepting and im- 
plementing the provisions of subdivision A of this article with respect to de 
velopments wholly or partly in downstream States constructed by or under the 
authority of the United States i8 enacted as part of the legislation giving the 
consent of the Congress to this compact and shall continue to be operative only 
while such law remains in effect.” [Emphasis added.] 

There could hardly be a more clear recognition that Congress would retain 
under the compact the power to alter or amend the disposition of water rights 
contained in the compact. 


PROPOSED COMPACT PROTECTION LESS BROAD THAN S&S. 1333 


Further it should be pointed out that the proposed compact, already approved 
by the State of Idaho, provides the selfsame kind of protection for upstream 
water diversion as does 8. 1333 and no more. Section VII A reads, in a per- 
tinent part: 

“* * * no apportionment of waters or determination of rights to the use there- 
of is made by this compact. Rights to beneficial consumptive uses within the 
upstream area, whether established heretofore or hereafter prior to the con- 
trolling date, under the laws of the States involved, if validly established under 
those laws, shall be recognized as against, and shall not be limited by, any rights 
existing or future to such waters for nonconsumptive uses by means of de- 
velopments located wholly or partly within a member downstream State whether 
the rights to such nonconsumptive uses are established under the laws of a 
member State or are being asserted under the authority of the United States 
in connection with any water use or control development constructed by or un- 
der the authority of the United States, subject to these provisions and limita- 
tions.” ; 

But that protection would last only until the year 2000. Thereafter, the appor- 
tionment of water use and rights would be the subject of negotiation. Clearly 
that negotiation, if it results in agreement could provide less protection for 
water use in Idaho. 

Negotiations under the compact draft must be completed by the year 2000. 
Any extension of the time must be by unanimous vote of all State representatives. 
Idaho is supposedly fearful that the downstream States of Oregon and Wash- 
ington have designs upon upstream water use. If that is so, it is clear that the 
compact provision gives Oregon and Washington a veto power on future negotia- | 
tion. If negotiations were unsuccessful by the year 2000, there would be no 
future compact “protection” for future water use in Idaho. 


COMPACT NEED A “FEAR” ARGUMENT 


The alleged superiority of the compact approach is clearly nonexistent. be 
cause of constitutional principles and the shortcomings of the compact itself. 

S. 1333, the Hells Canyon bill, not only provides the best hope for development 
of the Snake and Columbia River Basins; it also provides the best protection 
available to upstream irrigation, both present and future, in Idaho. 


COMPACT REQUIREMENT WOULD CRIPPLE RIVER BASIN DEVELOPMENT 


Some Senators who are interested in water rights may have been misled by 
the opponents of Hells Canyon on this interstate compact argument. 

I wish to borrow an effective counter argument from a great fighter for 
Western water development, the junior Senator from Wyoming (Senator 
O’Mahoney). If interstate compacts were to be made a condition of multipur- 
pose project authorization these vital developments would grind to a halt 
throughout the West. There is no compact for the Missouri Basin, the largest 
drainage area in the country. If a compact were required before project approval 
many pending projects could not be authorized, as an example the Frying Pan- 
Arkansas project. 

Compacts can serve a useful function in adjusting the competing claims of 
States. They have not been used and are not adaptable to foreclosing the United 
States from the exercise of its constitutional power. 

The Congress of the United States can be relied upon to act equitably when it 
adopts legislation guaranteeing local water rights. Congress has not tampered 
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with the provisions of the reclamation law which are decades old and recognize 
State law governing water rights. 

The water rights objections to Hells Canyon are a phantom. 

Such fanciful obstructions should not be permitted to block the benefits of 
new cheap power, industry, jobs, navigation, flood centrol and irrigation, which 
Helis Canyon would bring to Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and the Nation. 

Senator Morse. There is in the room, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Volney 
Martin, who is here to testify for the State Labor Council, AFL-CIO, 
in my State. I hope in due course of time the committee will hear 
Mr. Martin. I have the highest regard, for his leadership in our 
State in the field of natural resources and for the group which he rep- 
resents. There is also Mr. Edward Emerine, publisher of the Idaho 
Farm Journal from Boise, who has been one of our outstanding spokes- 
men and friend of the Hells Canyon Dam issue, and I hope in due 
course of time the committee will hear him. 

Senator Anperson. May I just say, for the benefit of anyone here 

interested in this project, a little bit about the purpose of picking 
it up here at this time. 

Last year we got involved in a long controversy about the bill. I 
sat for, it seemed to me weeks, hearing this testimony. Then we were 
many more weeks and months in reporting the bill out of the com- 
mittee. This is not intended to bind anybody on the committee but 
I only want to express the hope that we don't spend all of our time 
wrestling with it inside the committee, but if we have ability to do so, 
report it one way or the other and let it come to the floor of the Senate 
and be handled there. 

The plan was, the hope was, that on last Monday I would be able to 
bring up several noncontroversial bills such as the San Angelo project, 
an amendment to the Small Projects Act, and some others. I had 
hoped in a day or two to get to the Arkansas Frying Pan project 
which the Senate has twice passed. I have some new questions about 
it which I will ask the Senators from Colorado to deal with so that 
this might be reported out. 

My hope is that we might make the disposition of the Hells Canyon 
project very early. 

I put it this way: I am one of the sponsors of the bill. I am not try- 
ing to decide what is to be done with it. I thought if we could get these 
irrigation bills out of the way very early in the session it would be 
desirable. I think that the failure to report the Hells Canyon bill 
for some months had an adverse effect on probably some other bills 
that were caught in that situation. I hope that we will not get into 
that situation again this year. 

I am only saying that an effort will. be made to report the bill 
early. I do not want some one substantially to say that we tried to 
railroad it through the committee. Therefore, I am saying now that 
any reasonable delay that anybody wants will naturally be granted. 
I am just hopeful that we don’t tie our committee up week after 
week and month after month on this issue again. That is why the 
hearings are only scheduled to run 3.days. 

Everybody on this committee knows that if you want to go on 
with extended hearings and extended discussions you have a perfect 
right to ask for it and the chairman at least will try to see that there 
is sufficient time devoted to it, no matter how long that may take. 
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I am not anxious to have any one feel that either side has been 
cut off. I did have a feeling last year or the vear before when the 
first hearings were held that we spent a little bit too much time on it. 
I feel about it as I do on Alaska-Hawaii statehood. I have been 
through I don’t know how many hearings on Alaska-Hawaii state- 
hood and on investigating trips, and a good deal of what has been 
said is available. 

I therefore express the hope that this bill may be considered in the 
most expeditious manner. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt to say with an 
apology on my lips—I did not see her come in—Congresswoman Edith 
Green be come in. She will present to the committee this morning 
the statement of the Governor of our State, Governor Holmes, when 
it meets with the pleasure of the committee. 

Senator Anperson. Are there questions by any member of the com- 
mittee ? 

Senator Neupercer. I would like to say this, largely in deference 
to you and your desire for a hasty conclusion of this hearing. 

have foregone any preparation of a statement by me. I am there- 
fore associating myself with the very able presentation, characteristi- 
cally able, made by Senator Morse, in supporting his position on this, 
I would just like to add one thing, if I may, because you know of my 
great personal interest in this. 

I think it is significant that in the period between 1951 and 1955 
the Soviet Union added 80 percent to its installed hydroelectric ca- 
pacity and the United States only 29 percent. While of course we 
start far ahead of Russia in the development of energy resources, it 
certainly cannot be overlooked that the country which is most pitted 
against us in international affairs is using to the utmost the sites on 
such great rivers as the Ob, the Volga and the Yenisei. It would 
seem to me utter folly for the United States not to use to the full its 
potential waterpower development which involves a renewable re- 
source which goes on forever, while we try to make up the lost energy 
by using petroleum, natural gas, pitchblend or coal, all of which are 
exhaustible resources. 

I do think that every single hydroelectric power site in the United 
States which can be developed to the utmost without sacrificing other 
values, such as fisheries or wildlife or recreation, should certainly be 
undertaken without the loss of any resources. And beyond associating 
myself with Senator Morse’s very. fine statement, I will have nothing 
further to say at this time. 

Senator Jackson. May I have something further to comment at 
this point. 

I will in a few minutes make a formal statement on this matter. In 
the course of my remarks I will refer to Soviet development. 

I had the opportunity of seeing with my own eyes in August on 
the Volga River a dam just out of Stalingrad that when completed 
in 1960 will have an installed generating capacity of 2,300,000 kilo- 
watts of power. It is my recollection that Grand Coulee has an in- 
stalled capacity of about 1.9 million, which to date has been the larg- 
est hydroelectric project in the world. 

There is one river that my distinguished friend did not make refer- 
ence to that is very important in the Soviet Union. It is the Angara 
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River, which flows out of Lake Baikal in Siberia. On this river the 
Soviet allegedly are developing 2 hydroelectric projects which will 
have an installed capacity of 3 million kilowatts each, not in the ag- 
gregate, but each. 

_ [concur in what Senator Neuberger has said. The Soviets are out 
to beat us industrially. If they can beat us industrially, they can beat 
us. In order to beat us industrially they have to have energy to run 
their plants, They are making an sion effort to marshall their water 
resources plus their atomic resources, as we know, to provide that 
energy which is indispensable to the defeat of the United States 
industrially. 

Senator Anperson. Let me again say, so there will be no misunder- 
standing, that I am going to try to get this hearing through in 3 days. 
As you know, we have majority and minority representation on this 
committee. My good friend Arthur Watkins is one of the finest irri- 
gation lawyers in this country. We are very happy he is a member 
of the subcommittee. Senator Jackson and I were friends before 
either one of us went into the Congress. We were friends in the House. 

- We have been friends in the Senate. 

My good friend from Colorado is sitting in here because he has a 
deep interest in irrigation. If any of you think that the hearing is 
being conducted so that we are trying to shut out important testimony, 
come to some member of the committee or the chairman and say so. 
But I do hope that we may act on this expeditiously. 

We are all very busy in here. The Middle East situation has tied 
up every office and every committee and we are going to have to hurry 
a little bit to get these out. Therefore, I hope that it will be recog- 
nized that this is not going to be an effort to shut anybody out from 
the presentation of proper material but, on the contrary, it will be 
the desire of the committee to let everybody express himself who needs 
to do so. 

Senator Jackson. I wish to compliment the Senator from Oregon 
for a very fine statement. 

Senator Anperson. Let me say again now in the hearing 2 years ago 
I stated in the beginning that any member of the committee, Interior 
Committee, could cross-examine witnesses, He need not be a member 
of the Subcommittee on Irrigation. I say that particularly for Sena- 
tor Dworshak and Senator Allott. Feel perfectly free to come in with 
questions also, Senator Neuberger, because it is not confined to just 
members of the subcommittee. 

Senator Morse. Mr. Chairman, I have had a slip handed to me that 
Edward C. Schlender, of Malta, Idaho, is present and is ready to 
testify at the pleasure of the committee. I will hand it to the clerk. 

Senator Anperson. There has been prepared a memo on the Hells 
Canyon case before the Federal Power Commission and the courts: 
This is presumed to be a fair objective presentation. 

Senator Jackson. Whom was it prepared by ? 

Senator Anperson. By the staff of the committee. 

I will insert it in the record at this point, It is a chronological anal- 
ysis of the steps that have been taken. 

(The document referred to follows :) 
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MEMORANDUM 
FresruAry 28, 1957. 
Subject: The Hells Canyon case before the Federal Power Commission and in 
the courts. 
1. BACKGROUND CHRONOLOGY 


Following is a chronology of events leading up to the issuance of the opinion 
of the Federal Power Commission examiner and the subsequent events discussed 
under succeeding paragraphs of this memorandum: 

1944 (circa) : Director of region I of the- Bureau of Reclamation commenced 
study of the Columbia River Basin. 

June 28, 1946: Director submitted report to the Commissioner of Reclamation. 

February 8, 1947: Secretary of the Interior approved Commissioner’s report 
entitled “A Comprehensive Plan for the Development of the Water Resources 
of the Columbia River Basin,” which consisted mainly of the Director’s report 
of June 28, 1946. This report was the first to discuss the Hells Canyon Dam. 

June 9, 1947: Army Corps of Engineers, working on its 308 Review Report, 
announced hearings on the development of the Middle Snake to be held at 
Lewiston, Idaho, July 9. 

June 24, 1947: Idaho Power Co. applied to Federal Power Commission for 
preliminary. permit to study the Oxbow project in the Hells Canyon Reservoir 
area. 

September 8, 1948: Idaho Power Co. requested that its application be held in 
abeyance, and FPC granted this request, with a time limit of December 31, 1950. 

October 1, 1948: Corps of Engineers issued 308 Review Report, laying out a 

‘comprehensive plan for the Columbia Basin, with an initial goal in the main 
control plan of 27 million acre-feet of storage for flood-control and power pro- 
duction. Hells Canyon Dam, with 3,880,000 acre-feet of storage, was one of 
key dams in this plan. 

December 15, 1950: Idaho Power Co. applied to FPC for a license to build 
Oxbow Dam as the first in a series of five run-of-river dams in the Hells Canyon 
stretch of the Snake River. 

May 27, 1952: FPC ordered field hearings on Idaho Power Co. application to 
commence July 14, 1952. 

July 1952: FPC granted petitions of Secretary of the Interior and six North- 
west organizations to intervene in proceedings. 

November 10; 1952: Idaho Power Co. filed amended application, changing 
its 5-dam plan to a 3-dam plan and providing 1 million acre-feet of storage at 
Brownlee Dam. 

April 30, 1953: After four postponements, FPC set hearings to recommence 
on July 7, 1953. 

May 5, 1953: Secretary of the Interior withdrew intervention of the Depart- 
ment. 

May 15, 1953: Idaho Power Co. filed license applications for Brownlee and 
low Hells Canyon dams, which the FPC consolidated with the earlier Oxbow 
application. 

July 7, 1953: Hearings commenced in Washington, D. C., before FPC examiner. 

July 9, 1953: The National Hells Canyon Association, formed after the with- 
drawal of the Secretary of the Interior, was granted leave to intervene in the 
license proceedings. 

July 9, 1954: Hearings before FPC examiner terminated. 


2. THE EXAMINER’S DECISION 


On May 6, 1955, the FPO examiner issued his decision. He made the follow- 
ing findings of fact as to the comparative merits of the two proposals for develop- 
ment of the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River: 





Item High Hells Idaho Power 

Canyon Dam Co., 3 dams 
1. Power gatnut (mrimee KEOWAtE) 66 once kp ienedwscneesesycs—anbanaone 924, 000 505,000 
2. ‘Power costs (per kilowatt-hour) -.- - 2-2. mills__ 2.7 6. 69 
& Aetive storage (acres) o..-..set e 3, 880, 000 1, 000, 000 
4. Flood control benefits Cone Se ap bbbibaddntbeidesSas SOR Son chs $2, 300, 000 $1, 000, 000 
. PEGRICAMONE DONUTS (RDRUBD) 6. -ininsem ar echh<e cathe ichennagmcesieoniee’ $189, 000 $108, 000 


. Recreation benefits (number annual visitors)_.......-.----------_--_- 500, 000-650, 000 | 250, 000-325, 000 








24 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


In spite of these statistics, the examiner rejected the argument that the Com- 
mission should recommend to Congress the development of the high dam under 
section 7 (b) of the Federal Power Act, and concluded that the Brownlee Dam 
was “best adapted to a comprehensive plan” for the development of the river 
within the meaning of section 10 (a) of the act, but that the Oxbow and low 
Hells Canyon projects were not so “best adapted,” because there was no fore- 
seeable market for the power from them. He recommended the licensing of only 
the Brownlee Dam. 


3. THE COMMISSION’S OPINION AND ORDER 


After oral argument on July 6, 1955, on exceptions taken by the intervenors to 
the examiner’s decision, the Commission on August 4, 1955, issued its opinion and - 
order issuing a license to the Idaho Power Co. Without taking issue with the 
examiner’s findings of fact, it issued a license for all three of the Idaho Power 
Co.’s projects, finding them “best adapted to a comprehensive plan” and refused 
to recommend construction of the high dam to Congress under section 7 (b). 
Rehearing on this decision was denied on September 29, 1955, at which time the 
Commission also refused to stay the effectiveness of its license order until court 
review of it could be completed. 


4. ACTION OF THE CIRCUIT COURT 


On November 28, 1955, the National Hells Canyon Association and other in- 
tervenors took an appeal from the licensing order of the Commission to the 
Circuit Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. The cireuit 
court affirmed the Commission decision and order on October 9, 1956, and denied 
a petition for rehearing on November 16, 1956. 


5. SUPREME COURT ACTION ON REQUEST FOR STAY 


On June 14, 1956, the FPC approved the issuance of $20 million worth of 
unsecured short-term promissory notes by the Idaho Power Co. to finance con- 
struction work on the Brownlee project. Prior to this time construction had 
been commenced on the project, but was being financed out of the company’s 
operating surplus. The Hells Canyon Association thereupon applied to the court 
of appeals to stay the effectivenes of the license until the court’s determination 
of the appeal then before it, in order to prevent the issue from becoming moot 
while still under review of the courts. When the circuit court denied this re- 
quest, the association applied to the Supreme Court for a stay, on July 10, 1956, 
claiming that continuance of work on the project would impair the Court’s juris- 
diction and confront the Court with a fait accompli. 

On July 16, 1956, the Idaho Power Co. filed its answer to the application for 
a stay, saying among other things: 

“By the widest stretch of the imagination, it could not be argued that this 
work being carried on by Idaho Power in any way affects the jurisdiction of 
this or any other court. 

* - * OK 7 ok * 


“Idaho Power is taking no steps of any kind which legally detract from or 
prevent the full enforcement of any decree that may be entered in this action. 
+ a ok * eS a * 


“* * * the legal positions of the parties will remain unchanged regardless 
of whether Idaho Power is proceeding with its construction work.” 

The company also requested that if the stay were granted the association 
and other petitioners be required to post a supersedeas bond in the amount 
of $10 million to indemnify the company for damages caused by the delay. 

At this time Willard W. Gatchell, General Counsel for the FPC, and Simon 
E. Sobeloff, Solicitor General, filed with the Supreme Court a memorandum 
for the Federal Power Commission in opposition to the petition for a stay order. 
This memorandum stated, “Indeed, as petitioners themselves point out, the 
company is fully aware that ‘in proceeding with the construction of the Brownlee 
‘Dam pending appeals from the Commission’s licensing and supplemental order 
[the company] is taking “a calculated risk”.’” 

Informal hearings on the application for a stay were held August 1, 1956, 
before Justice Black in chambers. At that time Justice Black laid down certain 
conditions which Idaho Power agreed to fulfill before he ruled on the applica- 
tion 2 weeks later. The conditions specified were as follows: 
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(1) The company would waive and release all claims against the United 
ie which might arise if the Commission’s order was set aside on judicial 
review; : 

(2) The company would indemnify the United States against any such 
claims and against any expense or loss which the Government might ineur 
if i order was set aside, including the cost and expense of any litigation ; 
an 

(3) The company would give bond to restore the lands and navigable 
waters of the United States to conditions satisfactory to the Government 
if the order was set aside. ~ 

The company having met these conditions and having filed with the Court 
both an indemnity bond for $3 million, with the Fidelity & Deposit Co. of 
Maryland as surety, and an indemnity agreement, waiver, and release of all 
claims against the United States, Justice Black on August 15, 1956, denied the 
application for a stay of the Commission’s order. The Court’s order is attached 
to this memorandum as an appendix. 


6. PETITION TO SUPREME COURT FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 


On February 14, 1957, the proponents of the high dam filed with the United 
States Supreme Court a petition for a writ of certiorari to the United States 
court of appeals, requesting the Supreme Court to review the action of the 
circuit court in affirming the order of the Commission, At that time the States 
of Washington and Oregon filed separate briefs as amicus curiae in support 
of the petition for certiorari of the National Hells Canyon Association. The 
two State briefs supported the position of the petitioners in their claim that 
both the Commission and the circuit court had incorrectly interpreted and applied 
the Federal Power Act. The States emphasized that their interest in this case 
sprang from the great loss of flood control and economic development which 
would result if the Commission’s order were allowed to stand, and from the 
crucial importance of the case as a precedent in the struggle for conservation 
of the Nation’s river resources. 

The petition for certiorari is now pending before the Supreme Court. If it is 
granted as requested by the petitioners and the two States, it is expected that 
the final Court decision will be rendered in the October 1957 term of the Court, 
probably between November 1957 and March 1958. 


APPENDIX 
IN THE SUPREME CoURT OF THE UNITED STATES 
October term 1956 


National Hells Canyon Association, Inc., et. al., petitioners, vy. Federal Power 
Commission and Idaho Power Company, respondent 


ON APPLICATION FOR STAY 


Order 


The petitioners have applied for a stay, pending disposition of appeals now in 
the court of appeals and possible petition for certiorari to this Court, of orders 
of the Federal Power Commission of August 4 and November 3, 1955, granting a 
license to the Idaho Power Co. to construct and operate three hydroelectric de- 
velopments in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River in Idaho and Oregon. 
The Idaho Power Co. and the Federal Power Commission have opposed such a 
stay. 

At hearings held on August 1 and 13, 1956, at which the matter was presented, 
the company’s representatives declared that the company would (@) waive and 
release all claims against the United States which might arise if the Commission‘s 
orders were set aside on judicial review and indemnify and hold harmless the 
United States against such claims and against any expense or loss that the 
Government might incur if the orders were so set aside, and (b) would give 
bond to restore the lands and navigable waters of the United States to con- 
ditions satisfactory to the appropriate Government agency if the orders were 
so set aside, and to indemnify the United States against the cost or expense of 


any litigation that may arise involving any claim covered by the aforesaid waiver, 
release, and indemnity agreement. 
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It was agreed that these undertakings should be formally embodied in 
appropriate written obligations. 

The company has now presented (i) such waiver, release, and indemnity 
agreement, and (ii) such surety bond. 

The aforesaid waiver, release, and bond attached hereto are approved and 
accepted for filing in this Court. And on the basis of the protection afforded 
by them and the assent of the parties, the application for stay is denied. 

Hueo L. BLACK, 
Associate Justice of the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

Dated this 15th day of August 1956. 

Senator DworsHax. First, I wish to commend the chairman for his 
statement concerning the hearings, because he has always been very 
thorough and fair in such matters and in discharging his duties and 
because of his cooperation I am sure that we shall have little difficulty 
during this hearing. 

May I just call one thing to the attention of my colleague from 
regon. 

Tioveni statement, Senator Morse, on page 4 you have a subheading 
“Other alternatives,” and then refer to what you claim is the attempt 
on the part of the administration to divert attention to the development 
of the Bruce Eddy Dam on the North Fork of the Clearwater River. 
You state you intend to oppose Bruce Eddy so long as conservation 
groups are opposed to this project. 

I have Shed, to be fair in my approach to the comprehensive river 
development in the Columbia River Basin. At times there have been 
charges—I am claiming they have been false and untrue and lacking 
in substantiation—that efforts are being made by SpA of the 
high Hells Canyon Dam to divert attention from that project and 
concentrate on such projects as the Bruce Eddy Dam. 

Now I want to register my emphatic protest to that on the basis that 

. the people of Idaho are not willing, nor are they acquiescent in accept- 
ing the theory that so long as we are employed in the high Hells Canyon 
Dam controversy that we shall be precluded and blocked from all other 
resources development in our State. In the instance of the Bruce 

‘Eddy Dam, the water originates almost entirely in the State of Idaho, 
and there has been a persistent effort made to develop projects other 
than Hells Canyon and avoid unnecessary delay in providing multiple- 
purpose dams for flood control or storage to firm up power generation 
in the lower Columbia River Basin. 

I wanted to point out to the Senator from Oregon that as one of the 
Senators from Idaho, the senior Senator, I have no intention of accept- 
ing the claim that Bruce Eddy is an alternative for Hells Canyon Dam. 
So far as opposition is concerned, I am fully aware of the claims being 
made by the fish and wildlife interests. 

I have endeavored to get adequate appropriation to initiate exten- 
sive studies of fish and wildlife in the middle Snake River embracing 
the Clearwater River watershed, and I have no intention of runnnig 
roughshod over any opponents of that dam, but certainly neither am 
I willing to accept the theory that so long as we are involved in con- 
troversy on the Hells Canyon Dam, that in Idaho we are willing to 
forgo all other potential development within our State. 

Senator Morse. I want to say to the Senator from Idaho—he knows 
I mean it, I mean everything I say—that he has always been very 
fair to me in our differences of opinion in regard to these matters. I 
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hope that the conservation problem can be solved in regard to Bruce 
Eddy. I have talked to his colleague. I find his colleague shares my 
fears about the Bruce Eddy matter. I think we have here another area 
in which we had better try to get all the facts together and see what 
can be done to work out a program that will give us the maximum 
development of the potential there. 

That is all Iam seeking. He and I have not agreed on Bruce Eddy 
to date, but our differences have not been personal at all. It has been 
over this difference over what I think is a conservation loss which at the 
present time we cannot afford to suffer. 

Senator Anperson. May I say that. I hope somewhere in the testi- 
mony of the Bureau of Reclamation people there will be a comparison 
of the advantages or disadvantages between the high Hells Canyon 
Dam and the Pleasant Valley Dam. After all, those of us who are not 
immediately concerned with the area need to know what the pros and 
cons are of the proposal which the Secretary of the Interior referred 
to at least, even though he did not openly support it. I believe this 
is the place for that testimony to be made apparent. 

May I also put in the record at this point a statement from the 
American Public Power Association which was mailed to me March 4, 
concerning the Fderal development of Hells Canyon Dam, with ac- 
companying letter from Mr. Alex Radin of the American Public 
Power Association. 

If there is no objection, I will insert it in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


AMERICAN PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., March 4, 1957. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Washington, D. CO. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON; The American Public Power Association wishes to 
submit the attached statement for inclusion in the record of the hearings on S. 555 
authorizing Federal development of the Hells Canyon site on the Snake River. 

We understand that the Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will hold hearings this week 
on this proposed legislation. 

The American Public Power Association, a national trade organization repre- 
senting more than 800 publicly owned electric systems in 40 States, Puerto Rico 
and Alaska, has repeatedly endorsed Federal development of the Hells Canyon 
site for maximum, comprehensive development of the river resources in that part 
of the Pacific Northwest. 

Sincerely, 


ALEX RADIN. 


STATEMENT BY AMERICAN PusLic Power ASSOCIATION Re HigoH Hetis CANYON 
; Dam 


The American Public Power Association is a national trade organization 
representing more than 800 local publicly owned electric utilities in 40 States, 
Puerto Rico and Alaska. Membership of the association consists primarily of 
municipally owned electric utilities, but also includes public utility districts, 
State-owned systems, and rural electric cooperatives. 

Our interest in maximum development of the Hells Canyon site is a direct 
one, since our membership includes many of the 76 publicly owned electric 
utilities in the Pacific Northwest which purchase power at wholesale from the 
Bonneville Power Administration. These utilities, including 18 municipalities, 
24 public utility districts and 34 rural electric cooperatives, purchased 6,909 mil- 
lion kilowatt-hours of electricity from the Bonneville Power Administration 
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956. The publicly and cooperatively 
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owned systems paid $19,505,231 to Bonneville Power Administration for elec- 
tricity, their payments making up 31.98 percent of BPA’s total operating revenue. 

The power nee 's of these publicly owned utilities are increasing rapidly. These 
systems, for example, purchased twice as many kilowatt-hours of electricity 
from Bonneville Power Administration in fiscal year 1956 as in fiscal year 1951. 

Failure to approve full and comprehensive development of the Hells Canyon 
site will mean that a block of power equivalent to the prime power output of 
Bonneville Dam will be lost to the power-short Pacific Northwest. 

Federal construction of a high Hells Canyon Dam will fully develop one of 
the Nation’s best remaining hydroelectrie sites. More than that, Hells Canyon 
Dam will be a key element in the comprehensive development of all the vast 
water resources of the Columbia Basin. 

The high Hells Canyon Dam will provide maximum, comprehensive utiliza- 
tion for flood control, river regulation, and power. On flood control, the high 
Hells Canyon Dam would provide 3,880,000 acre-feet of useful water storage, 
compared with only 1 million acre-feet of useful storage available under the 
Idaho Power Co.’s 3-dam proposal. 

The importance of water storage for flood control is emphasized by current 
studies being made by the Department of the Interior of a high dam at the 
Pleasant Valley site. One of the principal reasons for this study is the necessity 
of finding, at other sites, the flood storage which would be available at high 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

The Hells Canyon issue involves principles of conservation applicable to many 
river basins in this country, and as a result this association feels that failure to 
fully develop this multipurpose site will set a disastrous precedent. . 

The American Public Power Association reaffirms its position in favor of Fed- 
eral development of the Hells Canyon site to provide full and comprehensive 
development for flood control, power, recreation, irrigation, fish and wildlife. Not 
only will a high Hells Canyon Dam mean untold benefits at the site; it will also 
bring substantial downstream benefits. This is a project that should receive the 
earliest favorable action by the Congress. 

We are attaching a copy of the resolution adopted at our 1956 annual conven- 
tion, reaffirming Our hearty endorsement of Federal construction of a high Hells 
Canyon Dam. 


RESOLUTION No, 9, Supportine High Hetts CANYON Dam 


Adopted April 26, 1956, at the American: Public Power Association annual 
convention, Los Angeles, Calif. 


Whereas the Hells Canyon issue, like the Muscle Shoals struggle of 30 years ago, 
involves the right of the people to develop their rivers for the greatest good of 
the general public ; and 

Whereas the alternative plan of the Idaho Power Co. would develop only about 
60 percent of the waterpower potential in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake 
River and would sacrifice virtually all the flood-control benefits ; and 

Whereas the high Hells Canyon Dam would provide maximum, comprehensive 
utilization for flood control, river regulation, and power ; and 

Whereas the Hells Canyon issue involves principles of conservation applicable 
to many river basins such that a surrender here would set a dangerous precedent 
for waste of resources : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the American Public Power Association reaffirms its endorse- 
ment of Federal construction of Hells Canyon Dam. 


Senator Watkins. I take it for granted that the hearing records of 
a year ago will be available, of course, for the consideration of the com- 
mittee in its deliberations before any bill is reported out, and also for 
use on the Senate floor. 

Senator Anperson. What I said, Senator Watkins, was that there 
were 943 pages in the first hearing and then an appendix which brought 
it up to a total of 1,300 pages. It cost money to get these out, and we 
did not want. to reprint much of this material. But they are available, 
and I tried to incorporate them in the record by reference. We have 
sufficient copies to do that. 
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Senator Warxrns. That has been done by reference? 

Senator AnpErson. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. So they will be available as a part of the hearing 
record this year. 

Senator Anperson. That has been done. 

Senator Warxins. It is an expensive matter to keep on with these 
hearings, not alone to the Government and the committee, but also to 
the people who have to come here. 

Senator Anperson. It is also expensive in the time and energy of 
the Senators who have to come to the hearings. 

Senator Watkins. You might easily avoid that by not bringing 
the matter up again. 

Senator Morse. I will say now in behalf of the Governor and Mrs. 
Green, when the Senators are finished I hope the committee will hear 
the Governor’s statement of Congresswoman Green. 

Senator Anprerson. I intend to call on Senator Magnuson, Senator 
Jackson, and then go to Mrs. Green. 

Mr. Linewraver. Mr. Chairman, Senator Magnuson phoned that he 
was called out. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY M. JACKSON, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Senator Jackson. Mr, Chairman, I have a statement I would like 
to make for myself and for my colleague, the senior Senator from 
Washington, Warren Magnuson. He was called to the west coast and 
was not able to be here this morning. 

Mr. Chairman, my views on the Hells Canyon issue are well known. 
I do not intend to take a great deal of time here today to restate them. 
There are, however, 1 or 2 points that I think are worth stating or 
restating, as the case may be. 

First, I believe this is a good time to look backward as well as for- 
ward. During the entire life of the present administration, there has 
not been authorized a single multipurpose Federal dam in the North- 
west. Nowhere has this administration defaulted more in its pro- 
tection of the public interest than in this area of comprehensive river 
development. 

I have always tried to make clear that the Hells Canyon issue is 
not one of public power versus private power. It is one of compre- 
hensive river development versus partial or underdevelopment. There 
are only a handful of sites left on the face of our Nation suitable for 
multipurpose development, and the Hells Canyon site is one of the 
best, if not the best, of these sites, 

Let us turn, briefly, to the matter of flood control and storage. In 
his letter of February 15 to Mr. Kuykendall, Secretary Seaton called 
attention to the “need for about 4 million acre-feet of flood-control 
storage on the Snake River above Lewiston.” By his own confession, 
the low-dam development of the Idaho Power Co., the administration’s 
substitute for a high Federal dam, will provide only 1 million acre- 
feet of flood control. “In light of the need for development of addi- 
tional flood-contrel capacity in the Snake River Basin,” Secretary 
Seaton told Mr. Kuykendall, he instructed the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to evaluate the potential of the Pleasant Valley site for the joint 
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purposes of fiood control and power development. “The reservoir 
thus developed at elevation 1,685 feet,” he advised Mr. Kuykendall, 
“would provide capacity of 2,570,000 feet.” 

As we all know, the high Federal Hells Canyon Dam alone will pro- 
duce 4,400,000 acre-feet of storage space, of which 3,880,000 would be 
usable flood control. 

I quote these remarks of Secretary Seaton merely to illustrate the 
recent awareness of the administration for additional storage on the 
Snake, and the sudden feeling of need—stimulated, no doubt, by last 
fall’s election returns—for the administration to come up with some 
program for comprehensive development. 

Others will testify as to the overall needs for storage in the Colum- 
bia Basin—I merely cite Secretary Seaton’s figures to indicate. the 
immediate need for a high Federal Hells Canyon Dam. 

With respect to the Federal Power Commission decision to license 
the Idaho Power Co.’s low-dam development of the Hells Canyon site, 
I have said before and I want to reiterate now that this decision was a 
1 decision not justified by the facts of the case. The FPC 

ound that the high dam would provide more flood control, more 
storage, more power, cheaper power, more navigation benefits, and 
more recreational benefits than the low-dam propusal. The FPC 
found that the high dam would provide revenues to finance irrigation, 
make possible more extensive development of phosphate resources, and 
stimulate the electroprocess industry. Yet the FPC somehow con- 
cluded that the low-dam proposal was “best adapted to a comprehen- 
sive plan.” What utter nonsense. 

I should like to make only one more point: It should be of interest 
to all Americans to note the determination of the Soviet Union to 
overtake us industrially. The Soviets are marshaling all their re- 
sources to that end. Last fall I had an opportunity to visit the Soviet 
Union and to see, on the Volga just out of Stalingrad, a hydroelectric 
dam under construction which, when completed in 1960, will have a 
greater installed generating capacity than our Grand Coulee Dam. 
We have reports of two even larger multipurpose dams being built in 
Siberia. Suffice it to say, we know the Soviets are not overlooking a 
single opportunity to get the most power, the most flood control, the 
most navigational benefits, and the most irrigation out of their water 
resources, 

I do not think that America can settle for anything less. 

Thank you. 

Senator Auuorr. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I might express at this 


time my appreciation for your remarks, particularly about myself. © 


I intend, consistent with my own committee duties, to attend as much 
of these sessions as I can, but I did want to express my own apprecia- 
tion to the chairman for his kind invitation to participate in this 
hearing. Asa member of the Interior Committee and a person who 
has spent a great deal of his adult life in water law, I naturally am 
very interested in this. 
nator AnperRson. Thank you, Senator. 

Representative Pfost ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. Mrs. Pfost is detained in the House. 

Senator Anperson. Representative Green. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. EDITH GREEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Representative Green. Mr. Chairman, with your permission I will 
read a statement from the Governor of Oregon, Mr. Robert Holmes. 

Senator Anprrson. Certainly. 

Representative Green (reading) : 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am extremely happy you 
have extended to me an invitation to address your committee on the Hells Canyon 
project. Unfortunately, the press of other official business makes it impossible 
for me to leave Salem. As the Governor, I have requested Congresswoman 
Green to present to this committee my statement urging the favorable consid- 
eration of Senate bill 555. 

Because of your very limited time, Mr. Chairman, it would seem to me that 
you would prefer to have the statement filed with you. 


Senator AnpEerson. Would you read it, please. This is the state- 
ment of the Governor of the State involved. 
Representative GREEN (reading) : 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, much has been said of the im- 
portance to specific elections of the Hells Canyon issue. Certainly this issue 
has been important in recent elections in Oregon. But in 1948 the people of 
Oregon voted directly and unmistakably on the Hells Canyon issue. The 
legislature had passed, over the vote of former Governor Snell, a bill to permit 
the Idaho Power Co. to be relieved of certain provisions of our Hydroelectric 
Act. By petition this law was referred to the people. The ensuing campaign 
turned on the issue of whether the high Hells Canyon Dam or several small 
private dams were to be built. The people rejected the small dams. 

Notwithstanding this clear expression of the people of my State, the Idaho 
Power Co. filed for a license to build the small dams. In due time it received 
a license. The State of Oregon had not intervened in the Federal Power Com- 
mission proceeding, and I believe that one of the factors which led the Com- 
mission to grant the license was the silence of the State of Oregon. 

On February 14, 1957, at my request, the attorney general of the State of 
Oregon, the Honorable Robert Y. Thornton, filed with the Supreme Court of 
the United States an amicus curiae brief supporting the petition for writ of 
certiorari in the case of the National Hells Canyon Association et al. v. Federal 
Power Commission. A copy of this brief is submitted for the record. 

Let me turn now to ths elements or constituent factors making up that issue. 

As a member of the Oregon Senate; as the manager of a radio station at 
Astoria, Oreg.; as a member of the Columbia Interstate Compact Commission ; 


and as a citizen-student of Oregon public affairs I have become increasingly 


aware of the direct and critical dependence of our economy on wise development 
of our natural resources. This dependence has been clearly demonstrated to the 
entire State in both its positive and its negative aspects. 

I shall refer first to the positive aspect : 

In the decade prior to 1950, the indexes of business activity for the State 
of Oregon and the rest of the Northwest showed excellent progress as the 
benefits of low-cost power made their impact upon the economy of the region, 
Hydroelectric power turned out to. be the first major natural resource which 
could not be exported from the region and thereby brought under the stifling 
effect of high freight rates. As a result, industry had to come to the Northwest 
to use it, and for the first time we began to get large year-round industrial 
payrolls to offset the previously predominant seasonal employment and unem- 
ployment characteristics of agriculture and lumbering. 

The negative aspect came when the development of our resources slowed down. 

Since 1950 the economy of Oregon has experienced a serious and decided 
downturn. Thousands of Oregonians are feeling the financial pinch. According 
to the August 1956 Survey of Current Business, the average per family income 
in Oregon in 1955 was $400 lower than it would have been had it merely kept 
pace with the national average since 1950. 

In my view, both of the primary issues involved in the development of Hells 
Canyon are of serious concern to the State of Oregon. Firstly, we are concerned 
about the shortage of power in the Northwest while the tremendous potential 
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of the Columbia-Snake River system runs wastefully to the sea. And, secondly, 
‘ we have been made aware since the flood of 1948 that the threat of annual flood 
devastation acts as a serious deterrent to industrial development in the lower 
Columbia River Basin, where the best industrial building sites are within the : 
existing flood plain. ; 

To us, the Hells Canyon project offers an unexcelled opportunity to convert ' 
these dual wastes of devastating floods and unused power potential into multiple- 
purpose benefits of at-site power, additional downstream power, river regulation 
for navigation, and the security of our lower river areas for development by 
private industry. Thus, as I stated in my inaugural address this winter to the 
Oregon Legislature, we see in the Hells Canyon project a superb opportunity 
for the conversion of multiple waste to multiple uses. 

I wish to call to the attention of the members of the committee that the 
House of Representatives of the State of Oregon has recently adopted a memorial 
endorsing the high Hells Canyon project and asking Congress for its immediate 
authorization. This memorial is now under consideration by the State senate, 
having been favorably reported by the appropriate committee. 

I mention this memorial and other official actions by the State of Oregon to 
emphasize that there is no conflict between our State and the proposal for 
Federal development of the Hells Canyon Dam site through the construction 
of the high Hells Canyon Dam. There is conflict only when it is proposed 
to only partially develop the site, wasting forever a large percentage of its 
potential. 

“One other thing I would mention to you in passing, because it indicates the 
problems which face a single State in dealing with an interstate utility erecting 
a project on a stream along its border. While professing to all the world its 
devotion to the principles of State water law and its willingness to comply with 
the requirements of such law, the Idaho Power Co. has completely refused to : 
honor the law of the State of Oregon requiring the issuance of a license before ' 
any activity affecting State water can be undertaken. 

A criminal indictment returned by a grand jury against the company last 
July was recently quashed by a judge of an Oregon district court. This action 
will be appealed to the State supreme court by the attorney general before the 
middie of this month. 

I need not tell people as experienced in such matters as the members of this 
committee that the relation of State law to Federal law in such cases is at least 
cloudy ; it may be that in this instance the Federal law takes precedence, and 
all we are seeking is a clarification of our State’s rights under the Federal Power 
Act. But whatever the event, it seems ironic for the Idaho Power Co. to make 
such action necessary in Oregon while simultaneously vowing eternal fealty to 
the principle of State water law supremacy in Idaho, as it tries to convince 
the irrigation farmers that somehow the Federal Hells Canyon project would 
damage their water rights. 

In closing, I would ask—and I have not the slightest doubt that in this I 
speak for an overwhelming majority of the people of Oregon—that this committee 
act promptly and favorably on the legislation to authorize the construction of ; 

the Hells Canyon Dam by the Federal Government. Only by such action can 
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tthe interests of the Nation in the national and orderly development of its 
resources be protected. Only by such action can a great national resource be 
saved from the permanent destruction which the underdevelopment of Hells 
Canyon would mean. 

On my own behalf, and on behalf of the people of the State of Oregon, I wish 
to express to the members of this committee our appreciation for the opportunity 
of submitting this statement to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rosert Hormes, 
Governor of Oregon. 


Senator Awnperson. Congressman Metcalf? Congressman Magnu- 
son ? 

Mr. Lineweaver. They are tied up, Mr. Chairman. They will be 
here as soon as possible. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Ullman. . 

Mr. Lirneweaver. Mr. Ullman is here. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. AL ULLMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Representative UnumMAn. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for 
the opportunity of appearing here. In the interest of time I would 
like to file with you my statement to be inserted in the record and 
make a few comments on the statement. Will that be satisfactory? 

Senator Anperson. Without objection that will be the procedure. 

(Representative Ullman’s prepared statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN At ULLMAN 


Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
— om to thank you for this opportunity to testify here today on behalf 
of 8. ; 

Mr. Chairman, I have been fighting for a high dam at Hells Canyon and for 
full development of the Snake River for a good many years. Five years ago 
Il came to Washington from my home in Baker, Oreg., to testify before the House 
Interior Committee. At that time I came as chairman of the citizens group 
which was dedicated to the full utilization of our Snake River resources. My 
testimony was an attempt to consolidate the testimony of the grassroots delega- 
tion who had come from the Pacific Northwest. 

When I testified in 1952, there was little doubt in my mind that the majority 
of the people in the Pacific Northwest were strongly in favor of a high Hells 
Canyon Dam. I had talked with many of them, I had seen the grassroots organ- 
izations being formed for the purpose of facilitating a wise and forward-looking 
natural-resources program, 

However, when I came to Washington I found myself, and the grassroots 
movement which I represented, faced with an almost insurmountable obstacle. 
We came to Washington and found that the congressional delegation from 
Oregon and from other areas in the Pacific Northwest was vehemently opposed, 
by and large, to the Hells Canyon project. The Congressman from the Second 
Congressional District, which I now represent, was opposed to the Hells Canyon 
Dam. The other three Representatives from Oregon were also opposed to the 
project. One of the United States Senators was on record against the high 
dam. In fact, out of the entire Oregon congressional delegation, only one man, 
Senator Wayne Morse, stood squarely behind Hells Canyon. The situation on 
the State level was equally bleak. The governor and the State legislature were 
against the high dam. 

Gentlemen, it is with a great deal of pleasure that I am able to recite a few 
changes which have occurred in 5 short years. I am happy that in a small way 
I have also contributed to what I feel is one of the most significant political revo- 
lutions which we have witnessed in many decades. If you will bear with me for 
a few brief minutes, I would like to recite the roster of officials who now repre- 
sent, and I believe adequately represent, the State of Oregon in Congress. We 
now have 2 Senators instead of 1 who support Hells Canyon and who are willing 
to fight for adequate development of our natural resources. The pendulum began 
swinging in 1954 when Senator Richard L. Neuberger defeated Guy Cordon who 
was opposed to the high dam. It also brought to the House Mrs. Edith Green 
whose position on Hells Canyon is well known. 

Nineteen hundred and fifty-six brought more changes. Certainly the contest 
which gained nationwide interest—and rightly so—was the race between Senator 
Wayne Morse and ex-Secretary of the Interior, Douglas McKay. I doubt if any- 
one would challenge me when I say that the resources issue in general, and Hells 
Canyon in particular, were dominant features of that contest. The outcome of 
that campaign is already legend and I need not dwell on it. Congressman Charles 
Porter defeated Harris Ellsworth in the Fourth Congressional District. In the 
Second District, I defeated Congressman Sam Coon who was an opponent of the 
high dam and a proponent of the Idaho Power Co.’s projected piecemeal develop- 
ment of the Snake River. I might add that my victory in the Second Congres- 
sional District was a pretty clear indication of the feelings of my constituents 
on Hells Canyon, as for many years I had been active as chairman of the Hells 
Canyon Association. 

Mr. Chairman, if you will bear with me for.a few more minutes, I might also 
recite some of the rather startling changes in our State government. The 
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Governor of Oregon is now a fighting democrat, Robert Holmes, who is a true 
friend of the Hells Canyon project, The State legislature is now controlled in 
both houses by a Democratic Party which favors the high dam. Indicative of 
their support was the adoption by the Oregon State House of Representatives of 
a memorial calling for the Federal construction of Hells Canyon. 

There are, perhaps, many reasons for the revolution which has occurred in 
Oregon, but I think I am accurate in saying that of all the issues which may have 
contributed to the political phenomena which we have witnessed, certainly the 
chief issue was natural resources. In its simplest and yet its most accurate form, 
that issue has been crystallized as the desire of the people of the Pacific Northwest 
to have full and adequate development of the great natural resources of the 
area; to see these resources developed, not in a hit-or-miss fashion with exploita- 
tion by private power companies, but to see them developed as they should be— 
in a unified, broad, comprehensive form. The high dam at Hells Canyon has 
symbolized that sound approach. 

I have dealt at length on the political revolution in Oregon. I would only like 
to mention briefly what has happened in a number of other States in this area. 

‘In 1952 the Governor of Washington was opposed to Hells Canyon. In 1956, 

Governor Rosellini, a strong and vigorous proponent of Hells Canyon, was elected. 
In that same State, Senator Warren Magnuson, a strong fighter for Hells Canyon, 
defeated Arthur Langley, one of the most outspoken critics of Hells Canyon. 
He did so by an overwhelming majority. In Idaho, the Senator who consistently 

led the floor fight in the United States Senate against Hells Canyon, Herman 

Welker, was defeated by a Hells Canyon supporter who is now a member of this 

committee, the Honorable Frank Church. 

In 1948 the Pacific Northwest had in the Corps of Army Engineers’ compre- 
hensive plan the framework for full and orderly development of the Columbia 
River Basin. Early in 1949, the corps and the Bureau of Reclamation signed a 
joint comprehensive agreement in which the objectives of full development were 
agreed upon and the responsibilities shared by the respective agencies. 

The essentials of the joint comprehensive plan are still as sound now as they 
were nearly 10 years ago. The important element in this river basin blueprint 
is that the entire river is considered as a whole. This is the living principle 
which has been the guidepost of all river basin planning since the epochmaking 
1909 report and recommendations of President Theodore Roosevelt's Inland 
Waterways Commission. 

The tragedy of the past few years is twofold. In the first place, since its 
1948 comprehensive report was issued, the Corps of Engineers has not built a 
single water storage project to come closer to attainment of the flood contro! 
goal outlined in that plan. Moroever, in its current review work, it failed to 
include, even for study only, the large remaining reservoir projects in the Colum- 
bia Basin. Since 1953 the whole river has been chopped up, a piece here, a piece 
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there, until we are in great danger of losing the good project sites through in- - . 


action by the Federal agencies and through underdevelopment by non-Federal 
groups. 

This process of attrition began when former Interior Secretary McKay threw 
in the sponge at Hells Canyon. Similar retreats followed in quick succession 
at Paradise in Montana, downstream from Hells Canyon on the Snake, on the 
Clearwater River in Idaho and on the main Columbia. These retreats are re- 
flected in the current review study by the Corps of Engineers which has simply 
omitted major sections of the Columbia Basin in which private utility applica- 
tions were pending for lesser projects than those required to develop the full 
potential of the river. In other words, the corps has not been trying to design 
the best possible plan for the entire river basin, but is limiting itself to projects 
which are acceptable. Needless to say, when a private utility has competing 
applications pending, the larger Federal project is not acceptable to it. Hence, 
Hells Canyon Dam is not acceptable; Nez Perce Dam is not acceptable—even 
apart from the fish passage problem involved; Paradise Dam is not acceptable. 
Yet, these are the projects which the corps in its 1948 report labeled as good or 
excellent projects; the best projects in each instance for the sites involved. 

This corps deference to private utility plans means that the region is in great 
danger of losing tremendous blocks of storage potential, because the corps is 
writing the comprehensive plan off the books on the middle Snake. 

A spokesman for the corps made this abundantly clear before the Subcommit- 
tee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the House Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs yesterday when he said that if an area is fixed by a license, then 
it is not subject to further study by the corps. While I can sympathize to some 
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extent with the respect of one Government agency for the action of another 
agency, I find it hard to understand the corps’ similar deference for a license 
application that is merely pending, but not yet acted on. Thus the corps spokes- 
man also told us yesterday that a pending license application had placed the 
decision as to the stretch of the Snake below Hells Canyon in the hands of the 
Federal Power Commission. In other words, the corps is abdicating its re- 
sponsibility for comprehensive development of the Columbia River, and especially 
its historical responsibility for flood control and navigation into the hands of 
another Government agency with very limited statutory responsibility for com- 
prehensive planning; an agency, moreover, which amply demonstrated in its 
Hells Canyon decision that it took this responsibility very lightly, and was ready 
and practically willing to ignore the flood control and navigation benefits of 
the high Hells Canyon Dam, and to jettison its vastly greater power contribution. 

Mr. Chairman, this hands-off attitude of the corps contrasts sharply with the 
views recently expressed by the Secretary of the Interior, In the letter which 
Mr. Seaton sent on February 15 to Chairman Kuykendall of the FPC, he showed 
no such respect even for an outstanding FPC license.: He announced that he 
had instructed his Bureau’ of Reclamation to study a high Pleasant Valley Dam 
which would inundate the low Hells Canyon Dam licensed to the Idaho Power 
Co. In effect, he told the Federal Power Commission that the 3-dam project 
for which it had issued a license to that company was not good enough. The 
corps was ready, on the other hand, to accept it as “fixed”—even though the 
license is still being litigated. 

Spurred now by this action on the part of its rival agency, the corps, accord- 
ing to its spokesman yesterday, is now reconsidering its former recalcitrance, and 
is considering at long last the inclusion in its studies of some parts at least of 
the Mid-Snake. Pursuant to earlier pressures, it had already reconsidered the 
exclusion of the large Paradise project, and decided last December to include it in 
its studies. 

In any event, it appears that after almost 4 years of fumbling and default, the 
administration is about to put the mid-Snake River back on the map of compre- 
hensive development. I only hope it is not too late. 

Secretary Seaton’s letter contains a very important admission. It is an 
admission that the Interior Department committed a major error in backing out 
of the Helis Canyon case in 1953. The Secretary plainly states in his letter that 
present plans of development by Idaho Power Co. in Hells Canyon and by Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. at Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley do not provide 
enough flood-control storage, and that there is “need for development of additional 
flood-control capacity in the Snake River Basin” above Lewiston. He refers with 
approval to the 4 million acre-feet of storage needed there according to the Corps 
on Engineers comprehensive plan—which the corps, of course, proposed to meet 
with the high Hells Canyon Dam. By implication—if not straight forwardly— 
he admits that the three-dam plan of the Idaho Power Co. does not offer benefits 
comparable to those of Hells Canyon. ; 

In sending this letter to the FPC, the Secretary seems to lack somewhat the 
courage of his convictions, for he asks the Commission for no action. He does 
not ask, for instance, as he earlier announced on TV that he would, for suspension 
of FPC action on the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant Valley application until he had 
completed his further study. As far as the FPC is concerned, therefore, Secretary 
Seaton’s letter may make interesting reading, but scarcely requires any action. 

The Secretary’s peculiar left-handed proposal while admitting the Depart- 
ment’s error does not rectify it. 

The high Pleasant Valley Dam he contemplates would have 1.3 million acre-feet 
of storage, only 800,000 acre-feet more than the dam for which Pacific Northwest 
Power Co. has applied. Together with Brownlee, that would yield total storage 
of 2.3 million acre-feet on the Mid-Snake—not the 4 million he says the corps 
found necessary, and certainly not the 8.7 million acre-feet which the combination 
of a high Hells Canyon and a Nez Perce Dam could provide. Yet Mr. Seaton’s 
Pleasant Valley project would at one blow prevent the construction of both high 
Hells Canyon and high Nez Perce projects. As a double-barrel blow to both 
controversies, a better plan could scarcely be conceived. But as constructive 
river engineering it only barely improves on the two private schemes which it 
would partially replace. Simple arithmetic should demonstrate that his 2.3 
million acre-feet combination is no match for the best solution of 8.7 million acre- 
feet—Hells Canyon plus Nez Perce. 

It is difficult to follow the Secretary’s logic not only as to his arithmetic, but 
also as to the specific course of action that he expects to follow from his Febru- 
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ary 15 letter. Supposedly, because the FPC hearings in the Mountain Sheep- 
Pleasant Valley case ended late in December, Seaton’s letter is not a part of the 
record. However, it is my understanding that the special report on high Pleas- 
ant Valley was on Mr. Seaton’s desk at least a month before the hearings closed, 
and with more rapid action it could have been made a part of the record. Yet 
the Secretary waited over 2 months, and then asked no specific consideration for 
his alternative plan. If he really wants to save the Mid-Snake from underdevelop- 
ment by the private utilities with the approval of the Federal Power Commission, 
it seems to me the Secretary would have to take two steps: (1) He would have 
to request the Commission to suspend action in the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant 
Valley proceedings; and (2) he would have to file a brief amicus curiae in the 
United States Supreme Court, asking that Court to review the Hells Canyon case, 
to assure proper interpretation of the Federal Power Act. 

Short of these steps, it seems to me that not only must the Congress imme- 
diately authorize Fedéral construction of the high Hells Canyon Dam, it must 
also take action to conserve the resources potential of the Snake River below the 
Hells Canyon site, and must further inquire into the administrative deadlock 
between the Department of the Interior, the Federal Power Commission—and 
probably the Corps of Engineers, which permits full resources development to 
fall between chairs, and be perverted, by administrative default, into private 
underdevelopment. 

By way of a footnote, I would like to add, that the recent flood on the mid- 
Snake River has demonstrated the need to reexamine all earlier flood-control 
plans. The destruction of the Idaho Power Co.’s cofferdam, furthermore, has 
raised serious questions as to the degree of caution with which that company 
has proceeded, both as to the adequacy of its designs, and as to the timing of 
construction. Serious delay may be involved—no one will know how much or 
the extent of the damage until the water recedes. 

Mr. Chairman, it would be difficult to overestimate the importance of the 
Helis Canyon project to the Pacific Northwest and the Nation. The unsurpassed 
dam site at Hells Canyon must not be sacrificed. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and the members of the subcommittee for 
this opportunity to appear before you today. 


Senator Jackson. Mr. Ullman, for the record, your congressional 
district joins the Snake River as a boundary in part on the east; is 
that not correct ? ; 

Representative Uttman. That is correct, Senator. | 

Senator Jackson. You are from the congressional district that is 
more closely associated with the whole Hells Canyon issue probably, 
outside of Idaho proper, than any other district ? 

Representative Uttman. That is correct. The Snake River runs 
down on the borders between Idaho and Oregon. I represent the 


district on the Oregon side adjacent to Hells Canyon. That is right. — 


We have heard reference, Mr. Chairman, this morning to, the politi- 
eal situation. I just want to say that I was back here for the first 
time testifying on behalf of a high dam at Hells Canyon in March of 
1952. One of the first things that I ran into here was the statement 
from people in high authority on the committee on the other side that 
as long as we were sending people back here opposed to Hells Canyon 
that we didn’t have much chance to get it. At that time, out of the 
. 4 Congressmen and 2 Senators from the State of Oregon, 5 were op- 
posed to Hells Canyon and only 1, Senator Morse of course, sponsored 
and favored the legislation. Our Governor was opposed to it, as was 
the Governor of Washington. It is a pleasure to report that now, out 
of the 4 Congressmen from the State of Oregon, we have 3, including 
myself, who are actually sponsoring the legislation, as are both our 
Senators. 

You just heard the statement from our Governor. I am sure you 
are going to hear similar statements representing the Governor of 
Washington who now also favors the Hells Canyon project. 
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Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, I want to say at that point that 
the Governor of Washington has made a statement supporting the 
ee and that is to be placed in the record a little later. 

(Seep.42.) 

Representative Uttman. Thank you, Senator. 

The high Hells Canyon project, as has been repeated so many times 
before this committee, is a cornerstone in the original 308 review re- 
port. It is my understanding that Congress has only authorized two 
agencies to make a comprehensive report of the river and that is the 
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau ol nebamenion: In each instance 
they have come to the conclusion that the high dam was necessary to 
full and complete development. : 

Now I understand that a review report is being made by the Corps 
of Engineers. I want to say that I am shocked to learn that the Corps 
of Engineers has to this date left out the whole middle stretch of the 
Snake River, including the Hells Canyon area, from that review re- 
port. I am further shocked to learn that the reason that they give 
is that there is pending an application before the Federal Power Com- 
mission for a private Sana or private dams in that stretch of the Snake 
River and therefore they are leaving it out of their comprehensive 
studies as of this date. 

I would like to know by what authority the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation have been deleting this great and im- 
portant and fundamental section of the Snake River out of their 
comprehensive studies and I would like to know if you can make a 
comprehensive river study and delete a segment of the river as impor- 
tant as this. 

Senator Anperson. May I say to the gentleman that both the 


- Bureau of Reclamation and the Corps of Engineers will be testifying 


at a later time in this hearing. All you have to do is either submit 
the question, yourself, or persuade some person of similar views to- 

resent it and we will get an answer to it. I think it will be a very 
important answer. ; 

Representative Utimwan. I hope I will be here at that time, Mr. 
Chairman. | 
_ Senator Anverson. I think that is a very interesting statement, if 
they have been instructed to leave out a section of the river in an over- 
all review. It is like some one making a comprehensive investigation 
of the Mississippi River and leaving out one section or one part. It 
will be interesting to have an explanation and we will get it directly 
from them. 

Representative Utrman. Thank you, Senator. 

I was also shocked when the Federal Power Commission granted 
the Idaho Power Co. license in the Hells Canyon stretch of the river, 
that they had upset not only the findings of their own trial examiner 
who held these hearings for more than a year, but they had completely 


_ reversed and upset the findings of the 308 report of the Corps of En- 


ineers, the only comprehensive study that has ever been authorized to 
e made of the river by Congress. 

I would like to comment just briefly on the fact that now the.ad- 
ministration through Secretary Seaton’s recent report and release 
has modified its stand on the Middle Snake, but I would like to ask 
how much have they modified their stand, how far are they willing to 
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go in the Middle Snake River toward full and comprehensive de- 
velopment. 

ow many ifs, ands, and buts are they going to have in this revised 
stand that they are taking on the Middle Snake River? I want to know 
how far they are going to go, whether they are going to go all the way 
toward a comprehensive Totelesntent and analyze this river as to its 
complete, its full, its comprehensive utilization for the best interests 
of the region and the Nation. 

Just commenting on this Middle Snake region, I want to say that the 
original 308 report—I am sure it is in the record—contained the recom- 
mendations for 2 major storage projects—we know how funda- 
mental storage is to comprehensive development—2 projects that 
totaled approximately 8.7 million acre-feet of storage in this particu- 
lar obese of the Snake River that we are talking about. And that the 
administration to date under the licenses of the Federal Power Com- 
mission, both granted and pending, have been backing a program 
that will replace the 8.7 million with 1.5 million acre-feet of storage 
in this same stretch of the river, and that the recent directive of 
the Secretary of the Interior Seaton would merely revise that storage 
up from 1.5 million to 2.3 million as against the 8.7 million that was 
originally recommended. 

ranting that not all of this 8.7 million would be used for flood 
control, I want to state here that every single acre-foot would con- 
tribute very materially and very substantially toward the production 
of power which, of course, is so fundamental to the industry and 
the economy of this country. 

Senator Anperson. Right there, I hope the Bureau of Recla- 
mation and the Corps of Engineers when they testify, will give us 
something to indicate whether the river needs 8 million acre-feet of 
storage and why it needs it and what the situation is. Because if it 
only needs, to prevent floods, 2 or 3 million, then the fact that 8 million 
might be available is not nearly as important as it would otherwise be. 

Representative Utitman. That is right, Senator. That is the rea- 
son I mentioned all 8 million would be used for the production of 
electric energy in downstream generating capacity. In other words, 
you would not waste one single acre-foot. It would all create addi- 
tional energy in downstream plants. Now on the matter of flood 
control, as I understand from the Secretary’s report, they need 4 
— but as against the 4 million they are only proposing this 2.3 
million. 

I am not going to take any more of your time, Mr. Chairman. I 
appreciate the opportunity of appearing here today. 

Senator Anperson. I am not trying to cut you off. 

Representative Uttaan. I appreciate that. 

Senator ANnperson. Senator Dworshak. 

Senator Dworsuax. Congressman Ullman, you referred to the need 
of 8.7 million acre feet of storage on the middle Snake. I am sure 
you would not want it to appear that all of that is on the Snake River 
when reference is made constantly to the Nez Perce Dam, which is 
below the confluence of the Salmon River. So that obviously when 
you refer to the Nez Perce Dam as being available for storage, it 
would not only store Snake River water but also Salmon River water. 
Is that not true? . 
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Representative Uztratan. That is true, and with the additional 
roviso that I am sure the Senator will agree that the storage on the 
Salmon is very much needed, too. 
7 Senator Fatinag! hi I am not questioning that but I wanted the 
record to show that this 8.7 million acre-feet does not originate en- 
tirely on the Snake River but also includes the Salmon River. 

Representative Uttman. That is correct. , 

Senator Warkrns. Does the Salmon have any storage on it now? 

Representative Utiman. No. ro" : 

Senator Warkins. There is no irrigation development on that river 
either ¢ 

Representative Utiman. No. 

Senator Warxins. Is there any possibility ? 

Representative Utiman. No, not that I know of. There may be 
small amounts in some small stretches. 

Senator Warxins. Do you know the volume of that stream ? 

Representative Uttman. No, 1 don’t. 

Senator Warxkins. The average flow ¢ 

Representative Uttman. No, I don’t. Those figures I am sure are 
in the record somewhere. 

Senator Nevupercer. I don’t think there is a great deal of difference 
between the flow of the Salmon and the Snake. The Salmon is a very 
large river. However, there has never been any control on the Salmon 
because over 60 percent of the spring Chinook fish run, which is the 
most valuable fish run in any river of the Northwest, spawns in the 
headwaters of the Salmon River. 

Representative Uttman. The annual flow of the Snake River is 
greater than either the Salmon or Clearwater by a considerable 
extent. 

Senator Watkins. The point that Senator Dworshak made is that 
when you are talking about what is needed on the Snake, actually 
you have a river that is almost as large as the Snake that has no 
control whatsoever and contributes to the stream which you have 
included. So I don’t think your point is too well taken. At least 
figures would not apply to the Snake alone. 

Representative Uxttman. There would be some modification but 
even if you assumed very generous contribution from the Salmon, 
we are still far below 50 percent on the development of the potential 
and far below the amount recommended by Secretary Seaton. 

Senator Warkins. Would you not expect there would still be some 
storage upstream in the upper Snake Valley that would take care 
of part of that so-called flood situation ? 

Representative Urrman. Of course the Snake River is dried up 
right below the Milner Dam and there are actually two rivers there. 

Senator Warxkins. You don’t get your floods from the dried streams. 
You get your floods from the runoff. 

Representative Uttman. That is right. 

Senator Warkins. You don’t actually have any floods out of the 
return flow, either. That is constant, is it not? 

Representative Uritman. That is a subject that I am sure Mr. 
Crandall will be available to examine more thoroughly than I can. 
I don’t claim to be an expert. However, I would like to point to the 
fact that the Snake does flood, so dramatically demonstrated just a 
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week ago when it washed out the cofferdams at Brownlee with a flow : 
of over 70,000 second-feet of water. 

Senator Watkins. That had to come, of course, part of it, from up- 
stream because the other, the return flow, is usually very constant, is 
it not? That has been my experience in water matters, that your 
return flow is very constant. That is spring water, usually. 

Representative Uttman. However, the Snake does flood. 

Seantor Watkins. That is what I am saying. Why can’t that be 
taken care of by upstream storage? 

Representative Utuman. I think the upper Snake has been pretty 
well developed, Seantor. The Bureau of Reclamation has a number 
of projects there on the upper Snake. There are additional projects. | 

I am sure that when the witness from the Bureau and the corps 
come on, they will testify that there are no really large projects to be 
developed. They are quite minor in nature on the upper Snake. 

Senator Warxtns. As land becomes more valuable and with it 
the need for water to take care of the unused acreage upstream, there 
will be various methods adapted which will probably use all of the 
so-called floodwater from the upper Snake. About the only thing 
you will have to worry about on a flood is the return flow. 

Representative Uttman. In my opinion, Seantor, that does not de- 
tract one bit from the fact that the Hells Canyon project is a neces- 
sary project as recently recommended in the 308 report. 

Senator Warxtins. That is where you and I happen to have different 
opinions. I have gone over this evidence and analyzed it. 

Representative Unttman. Of course the Bureau of Reclamation 
backs up my point of view on their studies of the review. 

Senator Warkxrns. I have studied those reports, too. 

Senator Neupercer. I would like to put this in the record. I be- 
live when the witness was questioned about the Salmon River this 
fact becomes pertinent. I don’t know of any responsible Government 
official who has recommended a high dam at any place to control the 
Salmon River. If I am not mistaken there are more fish that spawn 
in the headwaters of the Salmon River than any other river within 
the borders of continental United States. I think that fact should be 
shown for the record. 

_ Senator AnpErson. We will also add the report of the Department 
of the Army of March 4, 1957, on this bill and let it become part of 
the record in the very beginning of the hearing. 

oe document referred to appears at p. 3.) 

enator Anperson. Thank you, Congressman Ullman. 
Congressman Porter. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES 0. PORTER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 





meen «moe 


Representative Porrrr. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to be here. I 
have a statement, but I would rather make a few remarks and have my 
statement included in the record. 
My district is southwestern Oregon. The administration’s resource 
olicy, of which Hells Canyon is a large part or at least out there , 
is thought as a large part, probably had a lot to do with my being the 
first Democrat to represent my district in 75 years. 
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I certainly endorse the statement made by Senator Morse and 
what Senator Neuberger said, and my other colleagues here. I don’t 
think my eloquence or emphasis beyond what I have in this statement 
is necessary under the circumstances. 

I do want to say there is a good deal of interest in it in terms of 
Oregon’s future, in terms of the cheap power that we need so much 
in my district and all throughout the Northwest. 

Other than filing my statement, I think that will be the extent of 
my testimony. 

Senator Anprerson. Thank you. We appreciate your effort to 
help us get along with the hearing. Thank you very much. 

(Representative Porter’s prepared statement follows:) 


STATEMENT BY CHARLES O. PORTER, OF OREGON 


Hells Canyon, considered by Army engineers to be one of the finest dam sites in 
America, is caught in a dilemma which can mean a meteoric rise in the 


. Pacific Northwest’s economic and social destiny, or serfdom status imposed by 


shortsighted men. 

' Zigzag policies typify the thinking of this administration’s political leaders 
who have had a hand in trying to cut this pie for the privately owned interests: 
Dwight Eisenhower, Douglas McKay, Guy Cordon, Harris Ellsworth, Phil 
Hitchcock, Arthur Langlie, and Fred Seaton. 

Momentarily, Secretary Seaton talks of a “high dam” in Pleasant Valley on 
the Snake River. As my distinguished colleague and friend, the. senior Senator 
from Oregon, Wayne Morse, has pointed out, “Just calling a dam high does not 
make it a high dam in the sense of developing the maximum potentials of the 
great river basins of the Pacific Northwest. Seaton is talking about a grossly 
inadequate dam at Pleasant Valley.” 

Overlooked is the fact that the so-called high dam at Pleasant Valley would 
physically eliminate multipurpose dams at both Hells Canyon and Nez Perce, 
which together have a combined usable storage of more than 8 million acre-feet, 
in exchange for only 1,300,000 acre-feet. 

Any other dam than the high dam in Hells Canyon (which would provide the 
fullest and most comprehensive river development for electric power, flood con- 
trol, irrigation, and other services) would be to sacrifice the public’s interest in - 
favor of the Power Trust companies. 

I join with the distinguished junior Senator from Oregon, Richard Neuberger, 
in urging that if a high dam is to be erected by the Federal Government on the 
Snake River, “it should be built at the right place—where maximum benefits are 
possible in flood control, navigation, and low-cost hydroelectric power. That 
place is Hells Canyon.” 

The future of the Northwest depends upon the prudent use of its unique 
natural resources for which private groups must subordinate their interests to 
the public interest, which requires that the welfare of the future generations 
be considered paramount. 

It is within the power of the 85th Congress to add an illustrious closing chap- 
ter to the Hells Canyon controversy by accepting the challenge and giving the 
green light to this great multipurpose structure, in accordance with the bill 
sponsored by Senator Morse. 

Hells Canyon will provide the necessary incentive that will make possible the 
development and utilization of the matchless and dormant resources of Oregon 


.and the entire Pacific Northwest. 


The choice between ample and inexpensive power in the Pacific Northwest 
for industry, for defense, and for agriculture as opposed to halfhearted, wasteful, 
and incomplete use of our natural wealth is a historic decision which will have 
repercussions for decades in the Pacific Northwest and in the whole United 
States. 

Certainly the Oregon election returns overwhelmingly indicated that the voters 
were opposed to this administration’s public-power program and in favor of a 
return to the program based on the famous 308 report, the only program which 
can feasibly bring abundant inexpensive power to the Pacific Northwest. 
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Senator DworsHax. How far is your district removed from the 
site of the Hells Canyon Dam? 

Representative Porrrr. I would say from the summit of the mount- 
tains about three or four hundred miles to the edge of my district. 

Senator DworsHak. You are in an entirely different watershed than 
the Snake River. | 

Representative Porrrer. Yes, but the Bonneville plant is very im- 
portant. 

Senator Nevupercer. Isn’t it true that the energy from Hells Can- 
yon high dam, if the dam were constructed, would be marketed by 
the Bonneville Power Administration ? 

Representative Porter. Yes. 

. Senator Neupercer. And is there not a number of Bonneville bac)x- 
bone lines into your district? 

Representative Porrrer. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. So does it not follow if Hells Canyon Dam 
were constructed some of that power would be available to industrial, 
rural, residential, and business uses in your district ¢ 

Representative Porter. That is very important, and I thought it 
was obvious to all concerned. 

Senator ANnverson. I am going to skip now to other people who 
are here and who may have to leave. Mr. Emerine. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Chairman, in order to expedite matters at 
this point, I should like to include a statement in the record by Don 
Magnuson which includes the statement of the Governor of the State 
of Washington supporting the high Hells Canyon Dam project. 

Senator Anprerson. Without objection that “will be received and 


placed in the record. 
(The document referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HON. DoN MAGNUSON OF WASHINGTON, PRESENTED FOR HON. ALBERT 
D. ROSELLINI, GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON, IN Support or H. R. 5 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to present this statement to the 
committee, on behalf of Gov. Albert D. Rosellini and the people of the State of 
Washington. 

At the outset, Mr. Chairman, I wish to convey to the committee this principle: 
The administration and the people of the State of Washington are in full support 
of a program of comprehensive development of the water and power resources 
of the Columbia River system. Construction of the high, Federal Hells Can- 
yon Dam, as proposed in 8. 555 is a keystone in the program of full develop- 
ment of these resources, contrasted with incomplete, piecemeal development 
which would provide less than the full potential of the great Columbia River sys- 
tem. 

In November 1956, the people of the State overwhelmingly repudiated the stand 
of the previous State administration on this subject. By their ballots, the 
people placed in office a full slate of State officials who support the legislation 
before the committee in this hearing. 

In addition to this support, the State, through its attorney general, Hon. 
John J. O’Connell, has moved for a reversal of the ill-advised Federal Power 
Commission decision to give away both the site and the potential of the high 
dam at Hells Canyon. On behalf of the Governor and the people of the State, 
Attorney General O’Connell has intervened as amicus curiae in the petition by 
the National Hells Canyon Association to the Supreme Court of the United 
States for a writ of certiorari to the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to bring these views before the 
committee. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWARD EMERINE, PUBLISHER, IDAHO FARM 
JOURNAL, BOISE, IDAHO , 


Mr. Emertne. Mr. Chairman, I am Edward Emerine, of Boise, 
Idaho. I am publisher of the Idaho Farm Journal, a weekly news- 
paper of general circulation in Idaho and especially in the irrigated 
areas along the Snake River. 

In my statement I have covered the Snake River and its develop- 
ment ee We have multiple-purpose dams, we have municipal 
ownership of power. We have public power, we have private power. 
It is not a question of power there. We are developing the upper 
Snake. But when you come on downstream, we take the last of the 
water out, it irrigates this land here. Let us say at Bliss, Idaho. Then 
we start a new river. It is from the springs in the canyon from the 
underground flow, from Thousand Springs, from Wood River, from 
Malad River, little Salmon, and so on. 

Now the Bureau of Reclamation in its 308 report intends to have a 
dam at Bliss, intends to have a dam at Bruneau and a dam at Hells 
Canyon, multipurpose dams. Well, we went to sleep in Idaho, the 
war came along, Korean action, and new starts were stopped. The 
result is that Idaho Power went in and built a dam at Bliss, a single- 
purpose dam. They built no dam at Bruneau because we have a C, J. 
Strike Dam built by Idaho Power Co. There is one little site left 
where we might build a dam and that is at Guffey. 

I am interested in this area here because it is good Jand and it is just 
as good as the dreamland you see anywhere but we can’t put water on 
it unless we get power revenues from high Hells Canyon Dam or some 
other dam that will give us the revenue to develop this high cost 
reclamation land. : 

Senator Anperson. The pointer shows us but it does not show the 
record, Will you say from what point to what point? 

Mr. Emertne. I have that in the statement. 

That is all I have to say. I thank you very much for the oppor- 
tunity. . 

- (Mr. Emerine’s prepared statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD E)MERINE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Edward Emerine of 
Boise, Idaho. I am publisher of the Idaho Farm Journal, a weekly newspaper of 
general circulation in Idaho and especially in the irrigated areas along the Snake 
River, 

Let me say briefly that I was born and raised in Colorado, and have lived in the 
Arkansas Valley, along the Fountain near Colorado Springs, on the South Platte 
near Greeley. Also, I have lived on the North Platte in Nebraska and spent some 
time on the Riverton project in Wyoming. For the past 18 years I have lived in 
Idaho. You will note that all of these places mentioned have been western and 
irrigated. 

As has been said, more men in the West have been killed over water than over 
women. 

Every. drop of water becomes precious to us, and our aim is to preserve and 
develop it and other natural resources. 

The Snake River divides itself into 2 units in our area, each one of which is 
distinctive. 

Let us take the upper Snake River first, and call it Snake River No. 1. 

It starts high in the mountains at the Continental Divide. That is where a 
great deal of the water in the river originates, from melting snows high in the 
mountains. 
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Through the years development of that upstream area has been slow, but 
steady. American Falls Dam stores water for irrigation. Far up in Wyoming at 
Moran is another storage dam. Palisades Dam, a multipurpose dam, has already 
gone into service, storing up floodwater to be used for irrigation next summer, 
and generating electric power that is being sold to the city of Idaho Falls, and 
others. 

A reregulating reservoir is planned on Burns Creek, and that will be multi- 
purpose too—some flood control, generation of electric power, and irrigation. 

These dams have provided supplementary irrigation water, as well as opening 
new lands for reclamation, particularly the Michaud project near Pocatello and 
the North Side project near Rupert and Minidoka. 

At Minidoka Dam, power is generated for a pumping project and for the imme- 
diate communities of Rupert, Burley, and others. 

In fact, while not big enough, the upper Snake has developed its power re- 
sources fairly well. Even the city of Idaho Falls uses the river to provide 
energy for its municipally owned light and power system. 

' Water from American Falls Reservoir is used by Idaho Power Co. to generate 
power. Thereis no private versus public power in this area. 

One further development, both by public and by private power sources, is the 
North Side pumping project where wells are drilled into the porous lava rock 
of the Snake River Plains and water brought to the surface for both sprinkler 
and ditch irrigation. 

It may be surprising, but two kinds of wells have to be drilled in this area: 
A well first to bring the water to the surface, and then it is often found, after a 
few seasons of irrigation, that “drain wells” have to be sunk to let the excess 
water find its labyrinthian way back into the underground channels. 

Thus, we can chop off the Snake River at Milner Dam and not let another drop 
of it spill over Shoshone Falls near Twin Falls. . . 

And then we begin Snake River No. 2. 

_ Below Shoshone Falls is a famed canyon or gorge into which underground 
springs pour their waters. Soon there is a full-sized river flowing, which Idaho 
Power is using at Hagerman for power. Thousand Springs pours its water out 
to provide a marvelous scenic area as well as supply Idaho Power Co. with more 
power for generation. Little Salmon Falls River flows northward into the Snake, 
and it, too, furnishes power for Idaho Power’s generators. Malad River springs 
from the basaltic strata with another source of water. The drainage from both 
Big Wood and Little Wood Rivers also add their bit. : 

And we have the phenomenon of having used up all of a river, Snake River 
No. 1, and within 40 miles we have a new river, a big river, that goes to work 
again. 

Unfortunately what we shall call Snake River No. 2 has not had the multi- 
purpose development that has gone on upstream. It has been given over almost 
entirely to the single purpose developing electric power. 

Perhaps, if World War II and the Korean conflict had not come along, some- 
thing would have been done about it. The Bureau of Reclamation planned a 
multipurpose dam at Bliss, but Idaho Power Co. slipped in and built a power 


dam there. Also, the Bureau of Reclamation had plans for a multipurpose dam. 


= Bruneau, but again the power company slipped in ‘and built the C. J. Strike 
am. 

Now, it so happens that most of the desert land which can be, or should be, 
reclaimed in Idaho is along this stretch of the Snake River where there has been 
only single-purpose development. The Mountain Home Desert has a million 
acres that await water. From Bliss to Bruneau in Owyhee County on the south 
side of the river is another block of good land, and below Bruneau on down to 
near Marsing are other fertile acres. In all, from 114 to 2 million acres need to 
be developed, and can be developed, if we can get the go sign from Congress. 

It isn’t a question of not having the water, We've got water running every- 
where except on the land or over huge hydroelectric generators. We've had floods 
on every river in that area—on Malheur River in Oregon, on the Weiser and 
Payette Rivers in Idaho, on Boise River itself despite two irrigation reservoirs 
and the huge Lucky Peak flood-control dam. We're having floods on Snake River 
No. 1 and on Snake River No. 2—and we will have them again and again. 

Yes, we’ve got the land, we’ve got the water, and we need hydroelectric power. 
And we've got falling water and a great site for such a dam—at Hells Canyon. 

One of the big reasons Hells Canyon is needed is that it will be the keystone 
of a full and comprehensive development of this waterlogged and water-starved 
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region. Hells Canyon—-with power revenues from Scriver Creek Dam to aid itri- 
gation—is needed badly. 

Boise Valley is waterlogged right now from nearly 100 years of irrigation. The 
ground water level has risen so dangerously high that drain ditches run bank 
full the year around. Farms in Gem and Payette Counties, on the Payette River, 
are also waterlogged. Water from both of these areas would be more than ade- 
quate to irrigate the nearly 800,000 acres on Mountain Desert and thousands 
of acres more in southern Ada County. 

Through the years, I have heard just about every argument against the full 
development of that part of the Snake River that could be dreamed of. 

One statement is that a high dam at Hells Canyon would jeopardize the 
water rights of the farmers and ranchers on the upper Snake. That scare is 
said to have been dreamed up by someone over in the Library of Congress. It 
is based on the theory that whatever this Congress decrees, or puts into law, 
some other Congress could change it. Therefore, even if you guaranteed these 
water rights, another Congress might take them away. 

It is ridiculous, of course. Surely the people of my State have faith in the 
Constitution of the United States, in the Congress of the United States, in the 
President of the United States, and in the courts of the United States. Can 
you imagine a Congress—with both House and Senate—agreeing to taking away: 
those water rights? And if such a bill was passed, do any of you seriously 
think a President—any President—would sign it? 

It is just as ridiculous as for this Congress to pass a law taking all the water 
and power in Hoover Dam away from Colorado and Arizona and giving it to 
the city of Los Angeles. Or of saying to Idaho farmers, “You are growing too 
many potatoes, so we pass a law giving your water to Idaho Power Co. for the 
generation of needed power.” A Congress that tried such a thing would do far 
more than take us to the brink of war—we’d have another war between the 
States. . 

Now, we hear another argument. A high dam will fill up with silt. The 
Tdaho" Daily Statesman at Boise plays this tune. It’s a peculiar thing, however, 
it is only Hells Canyon Dam that would silt up. Hoover Dam and Idaho Power 
Co. dams wouldn’t. 

Another one that has been brought out is that a big dam at Hells Canyon might 
cover up minerals worth more than the power and flood control from such a 
structure. But again, if Idaho Power builds three dams there, and covers the 
riverbed, no valuable minerals will be lost. 

Still another argument is that there won’t be enough water to fill a high Hells 
Canyon Dam. Well, Lynn Crandall, of Idaho Falls, one of Idaho’s most eminent 
water experts, says there’ll be enough any year to fill it 2 or 3 times, and often 
enough to fill it 5 times. F 

The Bureau of Reclamation, the Geological Survey, and the Army engineers 
have authentic information also, which disputes the contention of not enough 
water. 

And the question will be asked, “Why use taxpayers’ money when a private 
power company is ready to build the dams?” 

Well, we aren’t beggars out in Idaho. Our reclamation and power projects 
are repaying costs with interest to the Government. We'll repay every cent. 
We always have and we always will. 

But I do make this prediction: If Idaho Power Co. builds Brownlee Dam, one 
of these days Congress is going to get a demand for millions upon millions of 
dollars for flood control, recreation, wildlife, navigation, etc. And with a few 
tax writeoffs along with that, you'll see who will put up the money for Brownlee 
Dam. Idaho Power will keep the more profit-producing generators, of course. 

This committee will be told that the people of southern Idaho don’t want Hells 
Canyon built, and that the farmers are opposed to it. Well, I live right in the 
heart of that area and it’s news to me. 

T will say, however, that I was puzzled when the Idaho State Farm Bureau 
Federation kept passing these annual resolutions against the dam. I made 
some inquiry around, for I am a farm editor and I know thousands of them by 
their first names—members of the Farm Bureau, the Grange, the Farmers 
Union, and the other groups. 

Anyway, at the last Farm Bureau State convention, the Ada County Farm 
Bureau brought in a resolution endorsing Hells Canyon. So did Washington 


‘County, closest to the dam and lake that would be created. 
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The people of Boise are opposed to Hells Canyon, you'll hear. I wonder if you 
will hear the case of the Boise Bench Lions Club. Mr. Robert Ball of Idaho 
Power Co., a powerful orator, argued against Hells Canyon and for the small 


company dams. Then Mr. George Greenfield made the brief for Hells Canyon . 


before the club. A vote was taken. Members of that Lions Club voted 4 to 1 
for a high Helis Canyon Dam, 

In Idaho—and perhaps elsewhere—when the people hear both sides of the 
story, they are overwhelmingly for the high Hells Canyon Dam and the full 
development of the river. 

We in Idaho are grateful to Members of the Congress, both past and present, 
for their kind consideration of our needs. We ask only the right to develop for 
use today, and to preserve for the generations to come, the rich resources we have. 

Idaho loses 10,000 people every year for lack of opportunities. That is right, 
with approximately 12,000 babies born in our State each year, and only 2,000 
deaths, we should be climbing up and up. But our gain has been the least of 
any of the Western States. 

Regardless of the benefits of Hells Canyon to other States—and I have no 
quarrel with any State that wants to benefit its people—the benefit from that 
dam to Idaho is what I’m most interested in. I’m that selfish. 

Unfortunately, we have lost some of the potential of a portion of Snake River. 
We have let single-purpose dams go where multipurpose dams should have been 
built. We're not blaming the Congress; we’re blaming ourselves. But we do 
need your help now. 

We have confidence in this committee, and in the other Members of the Con- 
gress. We feel you will not let us down. We ask you not to let the Federal 
Power Commission or any other bureau, or committee, or group, give our last 
big river resource away. 

For, members of the committee, rivers are eternal. They are God-given for us 
to use wisely. 

Monday I testified before the House Interior Committee on this same subject. 
For 2 days I have listened to other witnesses, and I must get back to my little 

newspaper business. 

But yesterday I heard the testimony of Mr. Fernald, Chief of Planning for the 
Army engineers. He has been with the Corps since 1934 and appears to be well 
qualified. Members of this Senate committee, Mr. Fernald could give informa- 
tion-and opinion on every portion of the Columbia River Basin—except the middle 
reach of the Snake River, the area that is being considered. As a citizen of the 
United States, and as a resident of the area affected, I was both shocked and 
alarmed. As Congressman Rogers of Texas said, “I am getting leary of work- 
ing in the dark on this matter.” 

In other words, trained, competent, expert, and impartial engineers—my 
engineers, the people’s engineers, the taxpayers’ engineers, and your engineers— 
cannot give comparative figures and estimates, or express a personal or profes- 
sional opinion, on this reach of the Snake River. 

On the other hand, Idaho Power’s paid and biased engineers are free to give 
you the figures they want you to have. 

To me.this means simply that the Congress may be forced to decide on this 
important bill with only one side of it presented. 

Now, we who live in the Boise area have long known and endured a news and 
information blackout about Hells Canyon, its worth and its possibilities. As a 
newspaperman I have worked for years to get it, and if it were not for friends 
behind the iron curtain—who shall be nameless—I would never have known the 
merits of this bill. But I would never have believed the time would come—in 
America—when an administration, either Republican or Democratic, would 
draw an iron curtain on the Congress of the United States. 

I urge this committee to resist this edict and find a way to open the door for 
expert information and opinion. Only in this way can the Congress wrest this 
portion of the United States from dictatorial and arbitrary departments and 
bureaus, and replace it under the jurisdiction of the United States Congress 
where it belongs. 


Senator Jackson. No questions. 
Senator Anprerson. We have Mr. Volney Martin, of Portland. 
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STATEMENT OF VOLNEY MARTIN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, THE 
OREGON STATE BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL 


Mr. Martin. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am the executive sec- 
retary of the Oregon State Building and Construction Trades Council. 
1 am here on behalf of the State Labor Council of the State of Oregon. 

I wish to make a very brief verbal statement and submit another 
statement in writing ?. 

Do I have your permission ? 

Senator Anperson. Surely, Mr. Martin. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF VOLNEY MARTIN 


My name is Volney Martin. I am the executive secretary of the Oregon State 
Building and Construction Trades Council. I am speaking not only for that 
council, but also for the Oregon State Labor Council, AFL-CIO, which represents 
practically all of the unions in the State of Oregon. 

We are opposed to the low-head dams being built on the Snake River by the 
Idaho Power Co. for a number of reasons. First, unemployment in the State 
of Oregon at this time is at the highest point since the depression of the early 
thirties. The reason for this is that Oregon has three natural resources—azri- 
culture, lumber (and the market for that is badly depressed at the. present 
time), and electric power. The construction of a multipurpose dam in the 
Snake River would make low-cost power available for the entire Northwest which 
would result in an advancement of the economy by increasing the manufacturing 
industries within the Northwest and this would result in a greater degree of 
prosperity for the people of the Northwest and particularly those of Oregon. 
Under the present plans for the development of the Snake River with low-head 
dams which are now being constructed by the Idaho Power Co., this would not 
give sufficient power and in addition, would not retain the floodwaters of the 
Snake and Columbia Rivers because of insufficient storage during the months 
of the year when the floodwaters, due to the melting of the snow in the mountains, 
have runoff. 

In addition to this, the lower Columbia River is at all times imperiled by the 
floodwaters coming down the Columbia and Snake Rivers at the same time of 
the year. Usually the Columbia and the Snake Rivers have the heaviest runoff 
in the spring at different times. In 1948, however, both rivers were in flood at 
the same period of time resulting in the destruction of Vanport which was an 
unincorporated town but the second largest in the State at that time. 

The organizations which I represent here feel that a complete and thorough 
development of the Snake and Columbia Rivers is the greatest potential for the 
advancement of the Northwest which could be made. The Northwest is in 
despérate need of further development to provide employment for the people 
that I represent at this hearing. 

I am no expert on power potential but according to the 308 report of the 
Army engineers, the Snake and Columbia Rivers have the greatest potential for 
power development of any areas within the United States, and we believe that 
the failure of the Federal Government to develop power sites on these rivers is 
an injury not only to the Northwest but to all other sections of the Nation. For 
that reason the organizations which I am representing here have gone on record 
again and again in favor of full development of those power potentials by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Martin. Mr. Chairman, the labor groups of the Northwest 
and particularly the State of Oregon, are intensely interested in a 
high dam on the reaches of the Snake River. 

At this particular time the economy of Oregon is declining. We 
have at this time more unemployment among the building tradesmen 
than we have had at any time since the depression which ended with 
the beginning of World War II. : 

It is not quite as bad now as it was in 1933, but it is declining at a 
very rapid rate and thousands of our people are unemployed. 
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The only prospect we see for an improvement in the employment 
situation within the Northwest area—now, this is true not only of 
Oregon, but also Washington and Montana, I can’t speak for Idaho, 
but I have attended labor conferences in those particular States— 
and the only possibility we see of employment picking up is by the 
development of the power situation that will give us low cost power 
which will have industry come in and develop the State in an indus- 
trial way. 

It is now largely, as you must know, an agricultural State. 

That is all I wish to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Dworsnakx. I am a little intrigued by the statement just 
made. Unemployment in Oregon is not in any way related to the 
development of the high Hells Canyon Dam. In the lower Columbia 
River ee on the border of your State of Oregon, you have McNary 
sae Bonneville Dam, The Dalles, and all of these huge Federal 

ams. 

Are they in any way responsible for your unemployment, or have 
they improved employment ? 

Mr. Martin. Yes, sir; they have. I don’t mean they have im- 
proved it, but they have stopped it from declining more than what 
it now is. 

For example, there is a new aluminum plant going in at The Dalles 
as you must know, Senator, which is helping employment in that 
area. 

I do not mean to imply, Senator, that the dams we have have not 
been of benefit to increased employment. I do mean that it has not 
been enough benefit. 

Does that answer your question, Senator ? 

Senator Dworsuak. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. I think what the witness has pointed out there 
are very important statistics. In the first 10 years when Bonneville 
power became available from 1936 to 1948, Oregon and Washington 
had the greatest gain in industrial payrolls in their history. 

But as the addition of new developmental blocks of power tapered 
off, the States began to decline in their economy, particularly the 
State of Oregon. About 8 years ago, Oregon was approximately 
$200 per person ahead of the national average in per capita income. 
In the last 8 years Oregon has been below the national average in 
per capita income for the first time since 1937. 

In other words, when the Bonneville low cost energy began to be 
available we immediately began to gain with respect to the national 
average and per capita income. 

I think in 1954 we dipped below the national average for the first 
time since 1937. 

Senator Warxrns. I would like to ask a question. 

Have any of your industries closed down ? 

Mr. Martin. I don’t know that I thoroughly understand the ques- 
tion. 

Senator Warxrns. Have you had any of your factories or industries 
stop operations? 

-Mr. Martin. No. Yoti see, our largest industry —— 

Senator Watkins. That answered my question. I just wanted to 

know if it had. 
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Mr. Martin. However, I would like to supplement my answer. 

Senator Warxkrns. Go ahead. 

Mr. Martin. The largest source of employment in the State of 
Oregon is the lumber industry. That is now a disappearing industry. 
The timber that was easily accessible has been mostly taken off. 

- Now, it is in the far reaches of the hills and in the southern part of 
the State which was reserved by the Federal Government. 

We also have more people there than we had before so, therefore, 
we need more jobs. 

Does that answer your question ? 

Senator Jackson. I think you answered a question, Mr. Martin, 
that none of the factories had closed. I think if you will refresh 
your recollection, you will find that there have been closings from 
time to time of the aluminum plants due to termination of interrupt- 
ible power and it has thrown a lot of people out of work. That has 
been caused by a lack of firm power. Is that right? 

Mr..Marttn. Yes, that is true, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. So we have had a dramatic evidence of that very 
thing in response to the question put by Senator Watkins. 

Those interruptions were for short periods of time, but it has thrown 
a lot of people out of work. 

Senator WaTkrins. You mean temporarily ? 

Senator Jackson. That is right. 

Senator Watkins. But they are back to work now. 

Mr. Martin. No; they are not. 

Senator Watkins. Have any aluminum plants closed ? 

Mr. Martin. The aluminum plant outside of Portland has closed 
down because of the lack of power. 

Senator Warkins. Will you give the name of the plant. 

Senator Jackson. The Reynolds plant. 

Mr. Martin. The Reynolds plant. 

I did not anticipate that question and I did not charge my mind 
with the name of the plant which was the specific question you asked. 

Senator Watkins. I am not criticizing you because you cannot re- 
member. I cannot remember everything, either. 

If you do know, I want to find out what plant has closed down. 

Mr. Martin. It is about 15 miles east of Portland; the Reynolds 
plant there. 

Senator Warxrns. The Reynolds plant? 

Mr. Martin. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. What has been the increase in population in 
the last 3 or 4 years? 

Mr. Martin. Not very much. It increased tremendously during 
the war because of the shipyard industries that we had there. I doubt 
very much whether within the last 2 or 3 years there are 50,000 more 
people than what there was at that time. ; 

Senator Watxsrns. Since the war ended, what has been the increase 
in population ¢ 

Mr. Martrn. It has not increased very much. It actually has de- 
creased to some degree. There has been a lot of construction in the 
Sttae of Oregon up until this last year. There is not so much now, but 
there are lots of workers who have gone to California, and places like 
that, seeking employment. 
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Senator Watrxrns. When the war was on you had a heavy influx. 
You had a heavy influx to take care of the war work ? 

Mr. Martin. That is right. 

Senator Warxins. That occurred all over the United States. Most 
of those people that came in there left the State? 

Mr. Martin. No. 

Senator Watkins. Most of them still are there? 

Mr. Martin. A great number of them are. I would say the largest | 
proportion of them are. Some of them are out seeking temporary ! 
employment. They have their homes there in various areas. 

enator Watxins. Do you know what your employment rolls show? 
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Senator Watkins. Do you know how many are drawing unem- 
ployment compensation ¢ 

Mr. Martin. No, sir. I did not anticipate that question, Senator. 

Senator Warxins. You make a general statement about a lot of 
people being unemployed. I would think you would be ready to back 
up your statement, and particularly since you are in the labor ' 
movement. 

aon Jackson. I think he said in the building trade. | 

r. Martin. In the building trades, Senator, probably there are f 
35 percent of - people unemployed at this par ticular time. Is that 
te enough 

Senator a. That helps, if that is what you think it is. 

Mr. Martin. I am pretty sure that is right. After all, it is my 
job to go all over the State of Oregon, which I do 4 or 5 times a 
year. 

Senator WaTxins. How many — would that mean unemployed ? 
Percentages do not mean toomuch. You see, I do not know anything 
about your labor there, 

Mr. Martin. There are about 60,000 people connected with the 
building-trades unions of the State of Oregon. One-third of those 
would be about 20,000 building-trades men. 

— Warxins. Is there anything else they could do; go to 
Work ¢ 

Mr. Martin. I don’t know, Senator. All I know is about the 
building industry. I know that most of them don’t because they draw 
unemployment insurance. If they took another job they would not 
benefit any by it because their average income would not be greater. 
Certainly there are as many people seeking those jobs that require no 
such skill as found in the building trades. 

Senator Watkins. What others have closed ? 

Mr. Marttn. You mean definitely closed ? 

Senator Warxrns. Yes. 

Mr. Martin. There are quite a number of the lumber mills that 
have shut down due to the depressed conditions of the lumber market. 
There are quite a number—I can’t give you the definite figures—of 
logging camps that have closed down within the State of Oregon. 

Senator Watkins. Some new ones have opened up; have they not? 

Mr. Martrn. I presume, Senator. 

Senator Warxins. They are a little further away than the ones 
that closed ? 

Mr. Marttn. There have not been many new ones opening up, 
Senator, because of the difficulty that the lumbermen have at the 
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present time of disposing of the lumber. The lumber industry has been 
very badly depressed due to the policy of increasing the interest rate 
for home construction. 

Senator Watkins. That only happened recently. 

Mr. Martrn. That is very true. Of course, we have unemployed 
in the wintertime in the building trades. 

Senator Warxins. That happens all the time? 

Mr. Martin. Not to the extent that it is now. 

Senator Warxtns. Is there more unemployment now in the winter- 
time than formerly ? 

Mr. Marrtn. One of the reasons is that they can’t get the money 
for home construction. The second thing is that the economy as a 
whole is depressed in the State of Oregon. 

Senator Nevpercer. We have some figures about the unemployment 
in Oregon. 

Senator Warxrins. I would like to suggest that you let me go on 
with the examination. 

Senator Neusercrr. If we have the statistical information avail- 
able, that you are trying to get from this gentleman, is there any 
reason why they. cannot be put in the record ? 

Senator Warxr1ns. Yes; in due time. I am asking the witness what 
he knows. I presume the witness came for some purpose, and I want 
to find out how much he knows about it, how much dependence we 
eae on his judgment. 

r. Martin. I am doing the best I can. 

Senator Warxkrins. You are doing all right, sir. 

ri ae not work much in the forest when there is heavy snow; 
do they ? 

Mr. aaa, Senator, this is the way they operate: When the 
weather is good and they can get in the high mountains and get logs 
out they bring out a tremendous lot of logs during the summer period 
when the roads are open. Then they saw those logs so there is a 
surplus of logs for their mills at that particular time. 

They use that surplus to. keep the mills running in the wintertime. - 
Does that make it clear to you ? 

Senator Warkins. That helps somewhat. I knew of that practice, 
however, but I was wondering what has been happening to these men 
in times past. That has been going on for years that way; has it not? 

Mr. Martin. You mean what has happened to the men—— 

Senator Warxins. The same thing each year about getting a lot out 
in the summer and then having them for the winter supply of the mills. 
That has been going on for years; has it not ? 

Mr. Marrtn. Yes, Senator; but at this particular time, due to the 
depression in the lumber market, they are not using so many men that 
brought the logs out and they are not sawing so many logs up. 

Senator Warxins. Now, what about the statistics; do you know 
anything about the number working in the timber getting the logs 
out and the number operating the mills? : 

Mr. Martin. I am not too familiar with that, Senator. I don’t 
represent those workers and I don’t keep any figures on that particular 
item. 

However, I attended a meeting of the lumber and sawmill workers 
union in Seattle about 3 weeks ago, and they call on these various areas 
for reports of how much unemployment there is in that particular area. 
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Almost universally it was worse than it had been for a great number of 
years. 

* Senator Warxrns. I am interested in knowing from a labor man 
just how much of this unemployment is due to the lack of power. 

Mr. Martin. Senator, it is the economy that has to be lifted up. We 
believe that more low-cost power will do that. We could be in error, 
ne tg That might not be your opinion, but that is what we 

ieve. 

Senator Watkins. What price low-cost power? When you say low 
cost, just what do you mean? : 

Mr. Martin. Well, certainly we have had cheaper power since 
Bonneville—— 

Senator Watkins. Do-you mean 2 mills? 


Mr. Martin. Senator, I am not an expert on the price of power. I 


am sorry. I will do the best I can to answer your questions, but there 
aresome I can’tanswer. That is one of them. 

Senator Warxrns. What do you have in mind, what you mean by 
low-cost power in figures? 

Mr. Martin. Let me put it this way, Senator: That before Bonne- 
ville was built power was quite expensive compared with the price it 
now costs. 

Senator Watkins. You know what it costs now ? 

Mr. Martin. No; I don’t. 

Senator Warxrns. Then how can you make a comparison ¢ 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, I would like to put some statis- 
tics in the record, if I may. I would like to make this comment: I 
think Mr. Martin has been a very helpful witness. I know very few 
witnesses from average walks of life who cannot be embarrassed by 
asking them to supply detailed statistics right off the top of their head 
at the moment. Mr. Martin was correct when-he mentioned the high 
rate of unemployment which we have in the Northwest. 

I recently obtained figures from the Department of Employment 
Security of the Department of Labor which indicate that Oregon has 
approximately 11.2 percent of unemployment under covered employ- 
ment, which means under unemployment compensation. 

That is the highest rate in the United States of America among the 
. 48 States at the present time. 

Mr. Martin was also correct when he made his statement about 


Bonneville power being very low cost for industrial purposes as com- » 


—_ with other existing installations when Bonneville first came on 
the line. 

The average Bonneville rate for industrial purposes is 2.1 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. I recently asked the Library of Congress to obtain for 
me the average industria] rate of the four leading private utility 
companies operating in the Pacific Northwest. 

Their average industrial rate at the present time is from 7 to 10 mills 
per kilowatt-hour, or a minimum of 3 times the Bonneville industrial 
' rate. 

I just supply those for the record to bolster the general information 
which Mr. Martin has been so helpful in bringing to us. 

' Senator Anpverson. Thank you. 

Are there additional questions? 
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Senator Warkrns. Are you going to go on the witness stand, 
Senator ¢ 

Senator Neupercer. Any time you desire. 

Senator Warktins. You go ahead and bolster the witness up as you 
go along. That is all right with me. But when I examine, please let 
me ask the questions. 

Mr. Martin. Thank you for the opportunity to appear, Mr. Chair- 
man, : 

Senator Anperson. Mrs. Pfost. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GRACIE PFOST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask permission to file my 
statement at a later date. I am sorry I was unable to be here this 
morning when my name was called first. I appreciate very much your 
giving me the opportunity to appear. 

I do want to say for the information of the committee, however, that 
the mere fact I am here today as a Member of Congress, together with 
many other Senators and Members of the House, from the Pacific 
Northwest, who made the construction of the high dam one of the 
major issues of their campaign, is proof that the people of the State 
“ Idaho and of the Pacific Northwest certainly want the high dam 

muilt, 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, at this time to yield my time to a person 
who has come all the distance from Idaho to appear before this com- 
mittee this morning. I would like to ask permission that Mr. Edward 
Schlender of Malta, Idaho, be given the time that was allotted to me 
this morning. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. We will hear from Mr. Schlender. 
That leaves only Congressman Metcalf in our first group of witnesses 
and after we have heard from Mr. Schlender we will move to our other 
group of witnesses. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE GRACIFE Prost, DEMOCRAT, OF IDAHO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, should there be any doubt in the 
minds of the members of this subcommittee that the people of Idaho want the 
high dam built, I would like to say just this: 

In 1952, I campaigned intensely on the Hells Canyon issue, and I defeated an 
incumbent Republican in the face of an Hisenhower landslide. In 1954, I ran 
on my record as the principal sponsor of the legislation in the House, and I in- 
creased my majority. In 1956, I made the construction of the high dam one of 
my two major issues. I talked Hells Canyon morning, noon, and night. And 
I received the highest majority I’ve ever had—despite another substantial vic- 
tory for President Eisenhower in the First Congressional District and in the 
State. 

Mr. Chairman, the fact that I am here today to testify as a Member of Congress, 
on the Hells Canyon bill is irrefutable proof that the people of Idaho, and 
particularly the people of the First Congressional District where the dam would 
be located, want the high Hells Canyon dam. 

I leave it to you gentlemen to interpret the election returns from the remainder 
of the Pacific Northwest—to decide which way the tide is running. 

In my opinion, not only the sentiment for the authorization of the high Hells 
Canyon Dam, but the reasons for its construction, have increased and intensified 
during the period that has intervened since this subcommittee last considered this 
legislation less than a year ago. Enactment of the Hells Canyon bill has become 
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just as important to you and the people of your State -as it is to me and the 
people of Idaho, and to the Pacific Northwest. 

We have learned once again how -close the world teters on the brink of con- 
flict—and we know that might and force are still the universal language. We 
remember what Bonneville and Grand Coulee meant to us during World War 
II, and we realize that only by continuing to be the arsenal of democracy can 
our voice be truly effective in a grave and uncertain future. Huge blocks of 
low-cost power, such as the high Hells Canyon Dam would provide, lend con- 
siderable authority to that voice. 

The compelling issue in this Hells Canyon controversy is full development 
versus partial development of a great natural resource that belongs to all the 
people. The high Federal dam will produce more power at about half of the 
cost. According to the best estimates, the cost of high dam power at market 
would be less than 3 mills per kilowatt-hour compared to almost 7 mills per 
_ kilowatt-hour for the 3 low private utility dams. 

At the time the Federal power examiner issued his initial decision recommend- 
ing a one-dam license for the Idaho Power Co., he called attention to the fact 
that the Bonneville Power Administration sells large blocks of electric power in 
’ the area at about 2 mills per kilowatt-hour. This led him to wonder where in 
the Pacific Northwest there would be a market for power at triple the Bonne- 
ville rate—and so do I. 

The best estimate on the amount of power the 3 low dams would produce 
is 505,000 kilowatts. Hells Canyon would produce about 686,000 kilowatts of 
firm power at the dam site, and would add some 436,000 prime kilowatts to the 
8 Federal downriver dams now in operation, under construction, or authorized. 
For example, Hells Canyon would add approximately 65,000 kilowatts to the 
Ice Harbor power production, 48,000 to McNary, 50,000 to The Dalles, and 24,000 
to Bonneville. Since we have already put millions of our tax dollars in these 
dams, it seems extremely shortsighted to shortchange these operations now. 

In addition, flood-control benefits from the high dam have been estimated at 
over $2 million annually; navigation benefits at from $189,000 to $230,000. 

I assure you members of this committee I would not be in favor of Federal 
development if I felt private enterprise could adequately develop the Hells Can- 
yon site. But private enterprise can’t—and won’t—do the full job. It’s too 
big. They'll waste the site on the production of high-cost power, and all of 
the other benefits that might come to the people from full development of this 
priceless natural resource—benefits like flood control and navigation, like irriga- 
tion made possible from the profits from the sale of high dam power—all of 
these benefits will go down the drain. 

The cost of the high dam is estimated at $308 million. But like all Federal 
reclamation projects, power revenues from the high dam will repay all reim- 
bursable costs, with interest, over a 50-year period. The American taxpayers 
won’t be paying the bill. 

On the other hand, the private power company has applied for fast tax write- 
offs, which if granted, will allow them to deduct the construction costs from the 
company’s income tax. In that case, the taxpayers would actually pay for the 
company dams, but the company would own them. All the people would get in 
return would be high-cost power. 

The question of the loss of tax revenues always comes up in a private versus 
public power controversy. The private power companies argue that they pay 
taxes, while a Federal project does not. They say that if the private project is not 
built, the counties, the States, and the Nation will be denied huge tax revenues. 

Now, gentlemen, you know that no private power company’s single-purpose de- 
velopment could possibly create the expansion in taxpaying farms, in towns, in 
business and in industry that automatically comes in the wake of a Federal 
multiple-purpose project. This statement could be proved by checking the taxes 
paid by the big aluminum plants and other industries that came into being as a 
result of the low-cost power generated at Bonneville and Grand Coulee. 

Hells Canyon opponents have been hammering away for a long time on the 
idea that some high dam hocus pocus would take water rights away from farmers 
who live above the dam in the Snake River Valley. This is utterly ridiculous. 
The Government cannot take vested water rights away from anyone other than 
through abandonment or condemnation—the same processes the private utilities 
use. 

Gentlemen, I say to you here and now the passage of this bill would not disturb 
one single water right in the State of Idaho. I know what the loss of water 
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rights means to a farmer because I grew up on an irrigated farm in the Boise 
Valley. I-would not—could not—sponsor a bill which would take water rights 
away from any farmer. 

In addition to the safeguards already written into Idaho State law and Federal 
reclamation law, this Hells Canyon bill contains in section 2 the following lan- 
guage: “The operation of the Hells Canyon Dam shall be only such as does not 
conflict with present and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other 
beneficial consumptive uses, whether now or hereafter exisiing, valid under State 
law, of the upstream waters of the Snake River and its tributaries.” 

I do not see how language could be clearer or more specific. Anyone who reads 
it with an open mind cannot help but see that both present and future water 
rights in the Snake River Valley are fully protected. 

Neither the arguments relating to the loss of tax revenue nor the loss of 
water rights have any real substance. The only real issue in the Hells Canyon 
controversy is the conservation and proper use of our water resources. 

One of the most revealing developments of the past few months is the admis- 
sion of Secretary of the Interior Seaton that more flood control and multiple- 
purpose development must be built into the Snake River Basin. He has asked 
the Bureau of Reclamation to study the Pleasant Valley Dam site as a possible 
site for such development. ! 

Pleasant Valley—as you all know—is 34 miles downstream on the Snake River 
from the Hells Canyon site. A high Pleasant Valley Dam would flood out one of 
the litrle dams the Idaho Power Co. has been given an FPC license to build. 

Could it be that this administration now wants to cover up the Idaho Power 
Co. dams—wants to hide forever this symbol of the wastage of our resources and 
the monopoly corruption of our democratic processes? I wonder. But certainly 
two wrongs could never make a right—and a high Pleasant Valley Dam could 
never be a substitute for a high Hells Canyon Dam. 

For many years now I’ve been thoroughly convinced of the rightness of build- 
ing the high dam. I still believe it is the right thing to do—even though Idaho 
Power Co. construction crews are at work on the Brownlee Dam excavations, 
The taxpayers will win in the long run, hands down, with the high dam. 

I am confident, therefore, that this committee, and this Congress, is not going 
to let the administration worry for a very long time about whether the Pleasant 
Valley site would sustain a high dam—we are going to authorize a high dam at 
Hells Canyon, and settle the issue once and for all. 

Thank you for your courtesy in listening to me. 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN C. SCHLENDER, MANAGER, RAFT RIVER 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC., MALTA, IDAHO 


Mr. Scutenver. Mr. Chairman, honorable members of the commit- 

tee, my report is very brief. 
since I believe it is on a few different points than have been men- 
tioned before, with your permission I will read it very quickly. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of this honorable committee, my name 
is Edwin C. Schlender, of Malta, Idaho. I am manager of the Raft 
River Electric Cooperative, Inc., of Malta, an REA cooperative pro- 
viding electrical service to south central Idaho, northwestern Utah, 
and northeastern Nevada. 

I am a member of the board and secretary and treasurer of Snake 
River Power Association, Inc., with headquarters in Burley, Idaho. 

The Snake River Power Association represents the area of south- 
east Idaho, northwest Utah, northeast Nevada, and western Wyoming; 
it represents 17,000 electric service consumers. 

These consumers are primarily agricultural, with a large use of 
electric energy for irrigation pumping. 

But the area also needs industry to bolster the seasonal economy. 
The industry potential is there, but needs power to help develop it. 
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Speaking for the above-named organizations and some 70,000 con- 
stituents, we urgently request the authorization of the high Hells 
Canyon Dam by the Congress for the following reasons: ; 

1. We need the most comprehensive development of our natural 
resources as can be had. It is continually pointed out by statisticians 
that our population is growing at an unprecedented rate—that by the 
year 2000 we will have 300,000,000 people. . 

In order to support such a population and keep our place of world 
leadership, we must use every natural resource to its fullest capacity. 

2. The high Hells Canyon site is one which we cannot afford to 
waste by allowing three small dams to forever stymie the advantages 
of maximum storage of water for flood control, power, development, 
and navigation. 

3. The high Hells Canyon Dam site is a natural; it is one of the 
few great development sites left, if not the only one, that has no prob- 
lems such as inundation of developed property or rich farmlands and 
no interference with prior water rights. 

I wish to make a special point of this water-rights problem since 
it was so greatly publicized in the last election campaign. Any Ida- 
hoan who has taken the trouble to find the facts concerning the Snake 
River knows that at the same time that there is no water going over 
Shoshone Falls you can go on down the river to Weiser and find 

lenty of water in the river to operate the high Hells Canyon Dam. 
he high dam will never have to depend on any upper river water 
but will catch all the waste. 

Southern Idaho is starved for power. We need it for irrigation; 
we desperately need it for industry. 

Idaho has always had almost the lowest per capita income of any 
' State inthe Union. This is because all we have to depend on is agri- 
culture. Yet the potentials for industry are there. The Idaho 
Power Co. policies are driving industry out of the southern part of 
the State. 

The 16 electric distribution companies of the Minidoka project are 
all desperately in need of electrical power supply. 

The Bureau of Reclamation tells us that oe have no more pow- 
er to spare. The reason for this is that Idaho Power Co. hese all 
the Bureau’s power between their plants and has them tied up to con- 
tracts and generation limitations so that the power company gets all 
the surplus power. 

We cannot buy from Idaho Power at a rate we can afford to pay. 
We have tried to buy from them for 2 years, but while the power com- 
pany furnishes it to their individual pumping customers for 6.5 mills, 
they want 13 mills from us. 

The Idaho Power Co. Brownlee Dam will offer no solution to the 
power shortage in southern Idaho because we cannot afford to buy 
it at the power company price. 

Idaho Power Co. is even connected to the Bonneville system where 
they have access to the dump power that the system wastes during the 
very time that we need it for irrigation pumping. 

Therefore, we are faced with the situation that. while Bonneville 


. has an abundance of water during our irrigation season, with no: 


sale for the excess dump power, we in southern Idaho cannot fur- 
nish enough power to pump water for our thirsty farmlands. 
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Tt has long been considered that if the high Hells Canyon Dam 
is built, it will be linked with the Bonneville system. Then we could 
get Bonneville power wheeled into the State and take usventogs of 
the great diversity of demand for low-cost power in southern Idaho. 

During the period of runoff of the Columbia we could be using that 
— to pump irrigation water to valuable crops in Idaho, Utah, and 
Nevada. 

As part of the Columbia Power Basin we have the same right to 
that power as the rest of the Northwest. In fact, southern Idaho is 
the only part of the basin that is not now receiving Bonneville pow- 


er. It is like ‘a small piece of pie cut right out of the middle. 


We as southern Idahoans realized that in last year’s elections the 
main issue was the high Hells Canyon Dam and the water rights 
argument. That is all we heard and all we saw. 

Southern Idaho has always been predominately 9 3 but 
T’ll let the results of last November’s election speak for themselves, on 
how they felt about the high dam issue. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, in view of the realistic 
facts presented, we earnestly hope that you can endorse the high 
Hells Canyon Dam bill and give to us the chance for development 
that we so desperately need for the people in our area. 

Senator Anprerson. Thank you. 

Are there any questions ¢ 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Schlender, as you come from my home 
country, I do not care to question you at any length, but I think you 
ought to let the record show that having an adequate supply of power 
for any of the 16 preference customers in south central Idaho, in- 
cluding your REA, is not dependent upon the building of a high Hells - 
Canyon Dam. I just wanted to ask you if it is not true that the 
Bureau of Reclamation in distributing power generated at Palisades 
Dam which went on the line within the past month and in anticipation 
of the building of the Burns Creek regulating dam south of Palisades 
Dam on the south fork of the Snake River, and the possibility that 
with the extensive work being done by both the Army engineers and 
the Bureau of Reclamation, that we may develop other sites for mul- 
tiple-purpose dams in the upper Snake River watershed in eastern 
Idaho, that it is not quite defensible and logical to say that the only 
source of power for preference customers in south central Idaho is a 
high Hells Canyon Dam. 

You would not make that claim, would you ? 

Mr. ScHLENDER. No, not the only source. 

Senator Warxins. Is that not what you said ? 

Mr. Scuienper. No. I said that the high Hells Canyon Dam would 
give us power, but it is not the only source of power which we might 
lave. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Would you have been satisfied, then, if we had 
other dam projects constructed by the Bureau of Reclamation or the 
Army engineers in eastern Idaho on the upper section of the Snake 
River, which would provide cheap power for preference customers ? 
Would you be satisfied with that? 

Mr. ScHLENpeER. No; because there is not enough potential left there, 
we feel, to take care of the region. 
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I could point this out to you: that just a month ago Palisades went . 


on the line and we were to receive a block of power which everybody 
thought would be sufficient for our needs, some 4,000 kilowatts, But 
“nen outrun that amount of power and more, too, in last year’s 
needs. 

This year we will go over by some 15 to 20 percent above what we 
can get from Palisades. . 

And several other of the users in the Minidoka district are in the 
same postition. 

Senator DworsHak. You certainly do not take the position that you 
cannot foresee any future development in eastern Idaho on the upper 
Snake River wieich will make available an abundant supply of power ? 

. ScuieNDER. There will be and we urgently support every proj- 
ect that we can see that is possible up there, especially this Burns 
Creek project which I am so glad to see that you are introducing. 

But at the rate we are growing, we will outgrow those projects be- 
fore they are even built. 

Senator DworsHax. You would prefer to see Snake River waters 
stored in upper river dams, reservoirs, so that the people of Idaho 
could fully utilize the benefits of water resources in our State? 

Mr. ScHLENpDeER. I want to see the fullest development of the upper 
Snake River for those purposes, but we also need the development of 
the lower river which will help that end of the State. 

As anybody in the power business knows, when we are integrated 
in a great power pool and where there is development in one end 
of the State, it can be wheeled to the other end of the State: 

You develop it in one end of the State and release it for use in the 
other end of the State. . 

Senator DworsHax. You haye no objection to water in eastern 


Idaho from dams constructed in that section of the State as compared . 


with the possibility of using power generated in dams downstream in 
the vicinity of Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Scuienper. I would have to say that we consider there are two 
parts to that river, the upper Snake and lower Snake. We need the 
fullest development of both of the regions. 

Senator Warkins. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question or 
two about the Utah end of this gentleman’s operations. 

How many consumers do you have in Utah? 

Mr. Scuienper. We have about 150 consumers in the western end 
of Box Elder County, which is. probably one of the most remote, 
widely scattered regions that is left in the United States. 

Senator Warxrns. I agree with you; it is certainly wild and un- 
tamed and largely because they do not have any water there. That is 
true, is it not! 

Mr. Scutenper. That is true. And there is enormous potential 
there if we could furnish the power for pumping the water from under- 
ground sources. 

- Senator Warkrns. Do you know about the underground develop- 
ment there? 

Mr. Scuienver. We have some irrigation consumers in Box Elder 
County now, I think about 15. 

Senator Watkins. I mean about the water development, the under- 
ground water? 
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Mr. Scutenver. The underground water is there. 

Senator Warkins. How deep do they have to go to get it? 

Mr. Scuienper. They are going from 40 to 60 feet on the average. 

Senator Warxins. What kind of crops are they growing there? 

Mr. Scuienper. They grow hay nid grain chiefly. There is not 
sufficient market development for row crops as yet. 

Senator Watkins. Of course, they are a long way from market on 
the row crops. 

Mr. ScHienper. Yes; cattle, hay, and grain. 

Senator WarKins. That is largely, and they use the grazing lands 
for part of the year at least in the operation of the cattle business. 

Mr. Scutenper. They use the public domain; yes. 

Senator Warxins. They have public domain, that is what the Air 
Force, Army, and Ni avy have not taken over? 

Mr. Scurenper. Yes. 

Senator Warxkrns. Yours is an REA organization ? 

Mr. ScHLenpDeER. Yes. 

Senator Watkins, Where do you get power now ? 

Mr. Scutenvrr. From the Bureau of Reclamation power project at 
Minidoka. We paid 7 mills for our power in 1956. 

Senator Warkrns. What does the Bureau charge you? 

Mr. Scuipnver. Seven mills. 

Senator Warxtns. That includes the wheeling charge? How do 
they get the power out to you? 

Mr. Scutenper. We have our own transmission system. 

Senator Watkins. You mean to say they charge you 7 mills and you 
have to put it over your own transmission lines 4 

Mr. Scuienper, That is right. 

Senator Warkins. Do you know what the cost of producing power 
at the plant you are just talking about is? 

Mr. Scuuenper. I have never been able to get that from the Bureau. 

Senator AnpErson. This may be your day of opportunity. 

Senator Watxrns. We have a Bureau of Reclamation project 
there. I want to know if it is costing you 7 mills. You are supposed 
to get it at approximately cost; you are a preference customer. 

Mr. Scutenper. I wouid like to add this: Before last year our aver- 
age cost of electricity from the Bureau was 5.7 mills. “But last year 
the Bureau told us they didn’t have any more power so that we would 
all have to go out and get contracts from some other supplier, and 
there is nobody else but Idaho Power. 

Senator Warxins. Do they furnish anybody else except prefer- 
ence customers ? 

Mr. Scuienper. No; the firm power is all contracted by preference 
customers. 

Senator Watkins. Every bit of it ? 

Mr. Scuienper. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. Do the REA’s take the most of it? 

Mr. Scutenper. No; we are the only REA in the Minidoka system. 


The rest of them are municipals and small cooperatives. 


Senator Attorr. What was that last word ? 
Mr. Scuienper. Cooperatives. 
Senator Warkins. They are all preference customers ? 
.Mr. Scuienper. Yes. 
89648—57——5 
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Senator Warxrns. You take practically all of the power from the 
Bureau of Reclamation from these plants in that area? 

Mr. Scuienver. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. Is the Bureau of Reclamation power also pooled 
and put on the line of the Idaho Power Co., wheeled by the Idaho 
Power Co. from the upper Snake? 

Mr. Scutenver. Yes, before anybody gets in our region. 


Senator Warxtns. Now, the Palisades, the new one that is being 


cut in. 

Mr. Scuienper. That comes over the Idaho Power Co. line. 

Senator Warkins. You are entitled to get that as a preference cus- 
tomer, too, if you do not get enough from the other place? 

Mr. Scuuenver. That is right. 

Senator Warkins. Are you going to get it from there? 

Mr. Scutenver. It is all gone. 

Senator Watkins. Where has it gone? 

Mr. Scutenper. To the city of Idaho Falls, a couple of REA’s up 
in the upper eastern end of the State and the project that the Bureau 
' has developed themselves. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. Surely as a preference customer your REA gets 
a part of the power which will be generated at the reregulating dam. 
You have not given up all hope of getting additional power there? 

Mr. Scuienper. We certainly hope we will get some of that power. 

Senator DworsHak. You are a preference customer, and you are 
entitled to it. You mentioned municipalities and other REA’s. You 
have the same status as they do to get some of this power. 

Mr. Scuienver. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Do I understand you did not get any Palisades 
power ? 

Mr. Scutenpver. We got a small block. 

Senator Anperson. But it was all gone in advance? 

Mr. Scouenper. Yes. 

Senator Warxins. I want to press that a little further. 

Is it not a fact that preference customers do not take all that 
Palisades power ? 

Mr. Scutenver. That is right. 

Senator Warxins. Why can you not get more if they do not take 
itall? I want to find out if there is any mismanagement of this thing, 
or violation of the law by the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. Scuienver. I certainly am glad to see that you have that 
interest. We feel that the allocation of that power is not just as it 
should be. 

All of the firm power at Palisades is committed to preference cus- 
tomers, as I understand it. However, there is a large block of secon- 
dary power which we would like to use that coincides with our season. 

Senator Warxins. That is dump power? 

Mr. Scuienper. No, it is not dump; it is secondary. There are 
three grades of power—firm, secondary, and dump. 

ecane Warkins. What is the difference between secondary and 
prime? 

Mr. Scuienper. Secondary is power that will be there 9 years out 
of 10, depending on the water runoff. 

. Senator Warxrins. You have asked for that and they will not give 
you preference. 
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Mr. Scuienver. They will not allow us to have any secondary 
power because they claim that we have no combustion or thermal 
power with which to back it up in case we hit a year, the tenth year, 
when it is not there. 

Senator Warxins. I do not see that that makes any difference under 
the law. The law gives you the preference for that power, whether 
it is dump, first, second, third, or fourth class power. Whatever it 
is, if you need it, and can use it, you are entitled to get it. 

Mr. ScuienvrEr. The Idaho Power Co. gets a large block of that 
secondary power and they don’t have a thermal] kilowatt of generation 
on their system, 

Senator Anprrson. I will tell you what I would like to do here this 
morning: I would like to get the Bureau of Reclamation to answer 
that question right now. 

You said that in 1955 or 1956 your rate was about 5.6 mills and now 
it is 7 mills? 

Mr. Scutenper. I did not get to finish that. 

Senator Anperson. I want it finished. If they have jumped your 
rate from 5.6 to 7 mills, somebody ought to be in a position to answer 
a lot of questions. 

Mr. Scuuenper. Here is the reason they gave to us: They said that 
they didn’t have the power that was required to serve the 16 Minidoka 
users and that we would have to go get it from an outside source, 
but we could not buy it from the Idaho Power Co. under agreement 
that fitted the 16 users. 

So we finally agreed that we would pay the Bureau a 15-percent 
surcharge over the seasonal power we had to have because they said 
that they would have to get it from the Idaho Power Co. and that 
they would be out-of-pocket expenses. That is, their out-of-pocket 
expense was 15 percent. 

o our power rate rose from 5.7 this year to 7 mills. That was 
averaged in on our whole year’s power bill. 

However, this specific block of power that we paid the 15 percent 
for, of course, was much greater than 7 mills. 

Senator Warxins. What was the rate? You are the manager; 
are you not? 

Mr. Scutenper. It would run more like 9 mills for the specific 
months in which it was charged. 

Senator Anperson. May I get one thing clear for a minute. Fif- 
teen percent on top of 5.7 does not come out at 7. 

Mr. Scutenver. I spoke of 7 as our average yearly cost while this 
is only seasonal power for a certain period. 

Senator Anperson. Well, 15 percent on top of 5.7 comes out some- 
thing like 6.8, something like that. Is that what they charged you? 

Mr. Scuuenver. Our actual figures showed that the kilowatt-hours 
that we bought, divided into the money that we paid, was 7 mills. 

Senator Anperson. What was it beforehand? Was it 5.7? 

Mr. Scutenper. 5.7 in 1955. 

Senator Anpverson. Did you object to your bill? That is not 15 
percent. That is more than 15 percent. 

Mr. Scutenper. Well, we do have that under protest here. 

Senator AnpEerson. What do they say? 

Mr. Scuienver. We haven’t gotten the answer from them yet, sir. 
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Senator Anprerson. You mean that they have what we have been 
accusing: private utilities of, a public-be-damned attitude? 

Mr, Somuenper. There are two items in our bill which we could 
not understand. They included 1 mill for wheeling. We could not 
see why they had that mill in there. They had 1 mill in there for 
loss of sale to the Idaho Power Co. 

Senator Anpprson. One mill, or one-tenth of a mill? 

Mr. Scutenper. One mill. 

Senator Anpzerson. One mill is an awfully big charge. 

Mr. Scutenper. One mill in each case. One mill for wheeling and 
1 mill for loss of sale to the Idaho Power Co. 

Senator Anprerson. Loss of sale? 

Mr. Scuuenper. Yes; that is the way it was worded. 

Senator Anperson. Who from the Bureau of Reclamation handles 
this matter out there? 

Mr. Lirneweaver. We have no one here this morning. We can get 
them up here this afternoon. 

Senator Anperson. Let us get them up here this afternoon. 

Senator Warkrys. I would like to have a representative from the 
Bureau of Reclamation to listen to all this testimony. 

Senator ANpErson. Let us get somebody here. 

_ Senator Waris. This Hells Canyon controversy revolves itself 
around power because that is about all that there is in it. 

Senator Anpgrson. Is there somebody here from the Bureau of 
Reclamation who will make sure that this afternoon we will have a 
person here who knows what this controversy is about? 

Mr, White, can you arrange that over here? 

Mr. Wurre. Mr. Chairman, the four of us here from the Bureau 
of Reclamation have come at the request of the committee. 

Senator Anperson. We hereby request a fifth, and that fifth we 
want to be able to tell us why the Bureau of Reclamation found that 
the Palisades is not available to a preference customer, but is avail- 
able to. pumping projects which it worked out by itself and, secondly, 
we would like to know what happened to the rate and why that rate 
includes a mill for loss of sale to the Idaho Power Co. and a few 
things of that general nature. 

I do not think that is unreasonable. I think Senator Watkins has 
done a service by bringing this matter to light and we would like to 
know about it. 

There is a law that says certain customers shall be preference cus- 
tomers. So far as I know there ts nothing in the law that says except 
when the Bureau of Reclamation decides otherwise. 

You understand why I say that. We simply want you to come 
and tell your side of the story while this witness is here. 

Mr. Wurre. I will be happy to relay your request. 

Senator Anprrson. Do that, please, because there must be an ex- 
planation of it and we ought to have it because that is a very im- 
portant part of this whole hearing. 

Farmers out there have said they want low-cost power. The repre- 


sentatives of the labor organization said they wanted low-cost power. 


Senator Watkins asked them what their idea of low-cost power was. 
My idea of low-cost power is not 7 mills, 
Senator Watkins. I have some more questions. 
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Senator ANverson. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Watkins. What about the Palisades power? 

Mr. ScHLENDER. That would be at the same rate we have always 
been paying, which would average 514. 

Senator Warxins. Have you gotten any of it yet? 

Mr. Scurenver. Not yet. 

Senator Warkins. You would not get that over your own trans- 
mission lines ¢ 

Mr. ScuHienper. Yes. 

Senator Warkins. Direct from Palisades? 

Mr. Scuienper. It is first wheeled in over the Bureau’s transmis- 
sion lines to Goshen and over Idaho Power Co.’s line to Minidoka. 

Senator Warxrns. Do you know what the cost of transmission is 
for it? 

Mr. Scutenper. I don’t know the figure—no; not our part of the 
power. I could not say just how much they figure. 

Senator ANnpErsoNn. Just a minute. You mean to tell me you do 
not know what Palisades power is going to cost you ? 

Mr. ScHienper. Yes. 

Senator ANnpERsoN. That is Senator Watkins’ question. What is 
it going to cost you? 

Mr. Scuenper. Five and a half mills; but his question was what 
wheeling charges were. 

Senator Warxrns. I am trying to get down to the actual cost. 
Senator Anderson has pinpointed it right down. What does it cost 
you? 

Mr. Scu.tenper. It costs us 514 mills. 

Senator Anperson. Plus anything? 

Mr. Scuienper. Not as yet. 

Senator AnpeRson. You have not gotten any as yet. It is like 
my saying getting to heaven will take so much, but I am not there 
yet. “Not as yet” does not help us a bit. When you get this 4,000 
kilowatts, what is it going to cost you? 

Mr. Scuienper. Five and a half-mills. 

Senator Anprrson. Plus anything? 

Mr. Scuienver. No; not plus anything in the agreements that we 
have so far. 

Senator Warkrns. How long do your agreements run ? 

Mr. Soutenver. Here we might get this surcharge tacked on us 
again this summer. 

Senator Anperson. Do you not have the power to protest ? 

Mr, Scuienper. Yes; we have. We have protested this thing. 

Senator Anperson. I have not seen any co-op that has come to this 
Senator and said “We want you to get down and raise a smal] dis- 
turbance.” 

Senator Warkrys. Not only that, but the Bureau of Reclamation 
knows that the people will be down there raising a small disturbance 
and I have some question as to whether the gentleman has his figures 
accurate or not. 

I am not saying he is not acting in good faith, but it seems to me 
it is out of line. 

Senator Anperson. Five and half mills will be the basic charge? 

Mr. ScuiEenper. That would be the average. 
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Senator Anperson. Is there anything in the contract that would 
raise it above that? 

Mr. Scutenper. No. 

Senator Anprrson. So if they raised it above that that would be 
in violation of your contract? 

Mr. Scutenver. Let us say it this way:: Our contract calls for 7,000 
kilowatts at that rate, 514 mills, but we are going to have to be over 
that. Weare going to need some extra power. 

As soon as we go over there they have the right then to tack this 
surcharge on to us. 

Senator Anperson. Only in case they have supplied other prefer- 
ence customers and an equitable distribution has been made and you 
cannot get any of it? 

Mr. ScHuenper. Yes. : 

Senator Anprerson. How much power was there from Palisades? 

Mr. Scutenper. There was about 27,000 kilowatts, I believe. 

Senator AnpErson. Total ? 

Mr. Scutenper. Firm power. 

Senator Anperson. How much secondary ? 

Mr. Scu.enper. Just about an equal block of secondary. 

Senator Anprerson. We would have to find out how the distribution 
was made to other agencies. 

Can I amend that request of a minute ago that we be given this after- 
noon a breakdown as to where the power from Palisades both primary 
and secondary—all prime power, secondary and dump—is scheduled 
to £0. Would you ask that please, Mr. White? 

r. Wurre. Yes. 

Senator Warkins. Now, you say that you could get secondary 
power? 

Mr. ScHuENpDER. We can’t get it. 

Senator Watkins. Why have they told you you cannot get it? 

Mr. Scuienper. Because we don’t have any generation of our own 
on which we can depend in case of a low-water year in which the 
secondary was not available. 

Senator Warkrns. In other words, they cannot guarantee that you 
can get it regularly because they cannot give you what it does not 
produce ? 

Mr. Scutenper. That is right. 

Senator Warxins. So you cannot take it unless you are going to be 
sure you are going to get it and they can be sure they are going to give 
it to you? 

Mr. Scutenver. That is right. 

Senator Watkins. In other words, to make a practical situation so 
that you can pay out you would have to have some auxiliary power 
there to take care of the situation in the event it was a low-water year. 

Mr. Scutenver. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. His testimony was that Idaho Power was going 
to get it and they do not have it. 

s Idaho Power a super preference customer ? 

Mr. Scuienper. Our answer from the Bureau was that Idaho 
Power was big enough that they had other generation in their pool 
which they could probably overtax to the point that they could carry 
this load in case the secondary power failed. 
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Senator Warxrns. I would like to clear that up; I think I can ex- 
plain to you, they have a contract with Utah Power & Light now to 
take all of their power in Salt Lake City. So they do have auxiliary 
power by contract which is the same thing as if they owned it. 

Mr. Scutenver. That contract, Senator, expired this year. 

Senator Warkrns. I do not think it does expire this year. It ex- 
pires if and when they get their plant in operation up there on the 
river, on the Snake, this new plant they are working on, as I under- 
stand it. 

Now, Utah Power & Light I understand is able to contract for 
power at Palisades. They have a Wyoming operation as well as 
the one in Utah. 

Mr. ScuHuenver. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. In order to make these reclamation projects pay 
out, they have to sell the power, that is true, is it not? 

Mr. ScHLENDER. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. If they do not sell the power that means that 
much more the Government has to make up and the farmers have to 
pay, whoever has signed the repayment contract. 

Mr. Scuienver. Correct. 

Senator Watkins. So you people with your small operation can- 
not guarantee to take this power and make it a firm guarantee that you 
will take it whether you need it or not, like the power companies 
will do. 

Mr. Scutenver. That is correct. 

Senator Watxrns. And that is what makes a weak link in your 
reclamation program if you have to depend entirely on preference 
customers as they are now in existence in Idaho. 

Mr. ScHiLeNDER. What we would like to do, however 

Senator Warxrins. Now, will you answer the question? 

Mr. Scutenper. Yes; if that is a question. You are correct. 

Senator Warxrns.. If you have anything to volunteer, go ahead. 

Mr. Scuienver. However, if we could contract with these power 
companies ourselves for this power to replace it in case it was not 
there, we would gladly do that, but we can’t afford to pay their prices. 

Senator Warkrns. Because they have to pay taxes, too. 

Mr. Scuuenper. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. That is what makes their power cost a little 
more, one of the things; is that right ? 

Mr. Scuienpver. Well, we still believe they could make it at a price 
which we could afford to pay if they wished to. 

Senator Warxktns. You know they are controlled completely by the 
State utilities commission, do you not? 

Mr. ScHLENDER. Yes, they are supposed to be. 

However, in our case Idaho Power has no published wholesale 
rate. 

Senator Warxkrns. I do not know about that. That would be a 
detail. But what about your transmission lines? Do you pay taxes 
on those ? 

Mr. Scuienper. Yes, we do. 

Senator Watxrys. You have to pay them ? 

Mr. Scuienper. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. Have you added that to the cost of the power 
that you send up to your customers? 
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Mr. Scuuenper. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. That raises their price because you have to pay 
taxes? 

Mr. Scuienper. Yes. 

Senator Warktns. In that respect you are in the same position as 
the power company ¢ 

Mr. Scuenper. Exactly. 

Senator WarTxrns. So in the end the consumer finally has to pay 
the tax which you pass on ? 

Mr. Scuuenper. That is right. 

Senator Warxins.|Then your power costs you that much more 
money and even if you were buying it from high Hells Canyon Dam, 
if that were in existence, then you still w ould have the transmission 
cost that you would have to pay and if you owned your own lines 
you still would have to pay taxes on that? 

Mr. Scutenver. That is correct. 

Senator WarTxins. I am interested in knowning how much power 
you will actually take from Palisades Dam. What does your contract 
call for? 

Mr. ScuienDer. Our contract calls for 7,000 kilowatts of seasonal 
power and 1,100 kilowatts of firm power. 

Senator Warkrns. That is just a flash as compared to the pro- 
duction ? 

Mr. Scutenver. That is right. 

Senator Warkrns. Do you know how many other REA’s are in on 
that Palisades power ? 

Mr. Scutenver. Yes. There are three others. 

Senator Watkins. Are these as large as your outfit? 

Mr. Scutenpver. About comparable; yes. 

Senator Warxins. Any cities in on that, too? 

Mr. Scuienper. Yes; the city of Idaho Falls receives I believe the 
largest block of power from Palisades. 

enator Warkins. You seem to be somewhat acquainted with the 
power situation, where did the Government get its power for the 
ARCO plant? 
Mr. Scutenper. For the ARCO plant? 
Senator Warxrns. Yes; I mean the atomic energy development 
- work that they are doing up there. 

Mr. Scutenper. That was supplied originally over a transmission 
line from the Utah Power Co. and bought with Utah Power & Light. 

Senator Watkins. How isitnow? You saidoriginally. Is it now 
being purchased from them 4 

Mr. Scuienver. Part of the system, as I understand, is purchased 
by the city of Neki. 

There was a change there with the city of Neki. As far as the 
Government plant itself is concerned I am not familiar. 

Senator Watkins. Does the Government get any of the Palisades 
power ? 

Mr. Scutenper. Not for that project. 

Senator Warxrns. Well, for any other project. 

Mr. Scuienper. For their »wn pumping projects. 

Senator Warxrins. Where are they? They would be a preference 
customer. ' 
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Mr. Scutenper. That is right. They have developed several large 
irrigation pumping projects. One is Michand Flats and the other is 
North Side pumping project. 

Senator Watkins. So your competition is with other preference 
customers ? 

Mr. Scuienper. That is partly true. 

Senator Watkins. Of course, if the Idaho Power Co. gets its plants 
on the Snake, Lower Snake, Middle Snake, and Hells Canyon, in 
operation, then there would be more power available there? 

Mr. Scutenper. But we can’t buy that power at a reasonable rate. 
That is what I want to point out here. If we could buy that power for 
instance from Brownlee Dam when it is available at what we consider 
a reasonable rate, why, we would be tickled to death, but we have been 
negotiating for 2 years, and we have not gotten anywhere down to a 
rate that we can afford to pay. 

Senator Warxtns. We are operating in Utah. We are paying as 
high rates as you aré talking about and we seem to get along. 

Of course, we could make more money if we could get it for 2 mills 
and have somebody else pay the difference in the cost of the power and 
have it subsidized to that extent. 

Mr. Scuienper. I am not familiar with what the pumping rates 
are in Utah. 

Senator Warkrns. They are pretty high, know. Irana pump for 
a good many years under those rates. At least 714 or 8 mills, The 
power company down our way has not had any increases worth men- 
tioning in its rates, 

In fact, I think the electric power rate is one of the few things that 
we have not had tremendous increases in since all other activities in 
the country have been getting increases. 

That is all I have at the moment. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Mr. Chairman, in view of the discussion in- 
volving these problems which are very close to my home area, I want 
the record to show that I have during the past 2 years held many con- 
ferences with representatives of the 16 Minidoka preference customers. 
I have had large volumes of correspondence and personal conferences 
with the regional manager of the Bureau of Reclamation at Boise, 
Idaho, because recognizing the need of solving some of these prob- 
lems I have tried to expedite and make available an adequate supply 
of power to preference customers like the REA represented by Mr. 
Schlender and making available the cheapest possible transmission of 
that power. 

_And because I have recognized the urgency of this entire situation I 
have been hopeful that. we might develop some of these projects in east- 
ern Idaho close to the area to which reference has been made because 
I recognize that Hells Canyon is more than 300 miles distant from this 
area and that power would probably not be available from that source 
for from 6 to 8 years. 

So I can assure the members of this committee, and the chairman, 
that I have not overlooked the desirability of solving some of these 
problems to which Mr. Schlender has referred. 

Senator Neusercer. I have some questions. 

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, I am going to try to ask them in less 
time than the approximately 48 minutes that have been used thus far 
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in questioning the witness. I think the record should show that the 
people on this side of the table or the people representing this par- 
ticular position have taken far less time in questioning. 

Ido think it is only fair to indicate that. 

Senator Warxins. That is probably true. You are the moving 
outs in this situation. The Senate has already passed on this pro- 
posal once. You are now the moving people. 

We want to know what the reasons are that the Senate should 
consider it again. 

We want to know what is the truth, even if it takes all day. 

I want to know how much credence we can place on the testimony 
of witnesses, how much they know about the thing they are pretending 
to give an opinionon. That is the only way we can find out. That is 
the test in court. j 

You may have one witness that will take a week and you may get 
along with other witnesses and get through in 20 minutes. 

Senator Anverson. All right. 

Senator Nevpercer. Mr. Schiender, have you ever been able to get 
a rate quoted from the Idaho Power Co. for your cooperative? 

Mr. Scuuenver. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. What is the rate? 

Mr. Scutenver. It would cost us about 13 mills. 

Senator Neusercer. Thirteen mills? 

Mr. Scutenver. Yes. That is very conservative. 

Senator Nevpercer. Do you realize if the high Hells Canyon Dam 
is built it would be part of the Bonneville system? 

Mr. Scuienver. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. References has been made to the fact that you 
are some 300 miles from Hells Canyon in distance. Is that not true? 

Mr. Scuienper. Just about right. 


Senator Neupercer. Are you aware of the fact that the Coos River 


Rural Electric Cooperative in the State of Oregon is approximately 
400 miles from Bonneville Dam? Are you aware of the fact that that 
cooperative pays approximately 3 mills per kilowatt-hour for power 
from the Bonneville system ? 

Mr. Scutenper. Yes, sir; we certainly are. 

Senator Neupercer. Are you aware of that? 

Mr. Scuienver. Yes. 

Senator Nevsercer. Reference -has been made here today to the fact 
that this system may be subsidized. You have heard that, have you 
not ? 

Mr. Scutenper. Yes. 

Senator Nrvpercer. Are you aware of the fact that the Bonneville 
system has collected over $420 million in gross revenues thus far since 
it went into operation from the sale of power ? 

Mr. Scuienper. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. Are you aware of the fact that the Bonneville 
system is some $72 million ahead of the repayment schedule which 
was set up for it by the Congress ? = 

Mr. Scuienper. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. If high Hells Canyon Dam were built and 
Bonneville Power transmission lines were extended into your area, is 
it your opinion that you, too, like the cooperatives in Oregon and 
Washington, could buy energy for 3 mills a kilowatt-hour? 
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Mr. Scuienper. It is our opinion that we could buy it at a very low - 
rate. I hope that we could buy it for 3 mills. 

However, even if it cost us a little more than that we would be very, 
very pleased to receive it at a slight increase. 

enator Nrupercer. I would like to state one thing for the record. 
Probably Mr. Schlender will be the last witness because I am sure 
that the Government witnesses, being career people, will not mention 
this, but probably Mr. Schlender will be the concluding witness cer- 
tainly today who will refer to the fact that the Hells Canyon Dam was 
a political issue in the last campaign in the Northwest.. 

This is something that has not been called to the attention of people 
before and I think this should be on the record. 

It is only relatively recently in our region, Mr. Chairman, that this 
has been a political issue, By this, I mean whether or not the Federal 
Government or private utility company should build these dams at 
Sree tae sites on the main stems of the Columbia and Snake 

ivers. 

I was born and raised in the Northwest. I knew the late Senator 
McNary very well. He was Republican minority leader in the Senate 
od 13 = 14 years. He occupied the position which Senator Knowland 

Ils today. 

During the time that Senator McNary was active, although he was 
the leading Republican in our region and one of the leading Repub- 
licans in the entire United States, Senator McNary advocated Federal 
development of these multipurpose sites. 

In the bill itself, which fre introduced and sponsored, there was a 
public preference clause and he advocated and fought for the postage 
stamp rate by which an electric cooperative 400 miles from Bonneville 
Dam would pay the same rate for its energy as a cooperative or any 
other entity a relatively short distance from the dam. 

It is only in recent years this has been a political issue in the North- 
west. 

In fact, when Franklin Roosevelt, who was the Democratic Presi- 
dent of the United States, allocated the original funds for the build- 
ing of Bonneville Dam under the Public Works Administration grant, 
his words, and these were quoted in the press, were: “I have to give 


‘Charlie Mac his dam.” 


That is where the Bonneville system began. This is only recently 
that this has ever been in politics. 

During most of my adult lifetime in the Northwest and I am 44 
now, leading Republicans like Senator McNary, like Senator Morse 
when he was a Republican, like Congressman Angel, Republican from 
my district, represented our district for many years, and leading Dem- 
ocrats like Senator Bone and Schwellenbach and many others whom 
you heard of and knew personally, worked together for these multi- 
purpose projects. 

It is only in recent years this has been a political issue with the 
Republican Party opposing them. 

Renasor Warkrins. I think this calls for a short reply, Mr. Chair- 
man. I will try to make it short. 

A Democratic President, Democratic Congress set up the Federal 
Power Commission. It was set up as an instrumentality of the Con- 
gress, not to be under the domination in any way, shape, or form of 
the executive department. It is our agency. 
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That was set up to go into such matters as to whether it was the 
best program or whether it was a full comprehensive development of 
any river system. 

That was the principal job they had to take care of. The Federal 
Power Commission has acted. The Senate abided by the recommen- 
dation of its own Commission after making a thorough investigation 
completely outside of politics. ; 

This thing began in politics when the representaives from the 
Northwest here in the Congress made it such and not before. 

Senator Anperson. Before we get started on any longer discussion, 
the meeting is now adjourned until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

(Thereupon, at 12:30 p. m., the subcommittee was recessed, to re- 
convene at 2 p. m., same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator AnpErson. We will start the afternoon session. 

I have a letter here from Senator Neuberger in which he says: 

Because Mrs. Neuberger has been required to be a patient at the hospital, I 
will be unable to sit with the subcommittee this afternoon during its further 
deliberations on 8. 555. 

Let me thank you and my colleagues on the subcommittee for your many 
courtesies during the morning session. I hope to be with the committee 
again Thursday, at 10 a. m. 

With warm regards, I am, 

Respectfully, 
RicHarp L. NEUBERGER. 


- The first witness this afternoon will be Mr. Elwyn L. White. 


STATEMENT OF ELWYN L. WHITE, AREA ENGINEER, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, BOISE, IDAHO 


Senator Annerson. Mr. White, will you identify yourself for the 
record ? 

Mr. Wuire. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,- my 
name is Elwyn L. White, and I am area engineer at the Bureau of 
Reclamation’s Snake River development office in Boise, Idahe. 

At the request of the committee’s staff, the Bureau of Reclamation 
people who have been called here to testify before this committee— 
namely, Mr. Riter, Mr. Puls, Mr. Hoisington, and myself—have 
prepared a short statement describing the physical works proposed for 
authorization in S. 555. 

Senate bill 555 would authorize the construction of Hells Canyon 
Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant, and the Scriver Creek power facili- 
ties, as described in earlier reports approved by the Secretary of the 
Interior on May 11, 1951. 

The bill also provides for the possible future authorization of addi- 
tional Federal reclamation developments in the central and upper 
Snake River Basin, and that the initial works and any such additional 
works as may be authorized shall be treated as one project for the 
purpose of providing for the application of project revenues to the 
return of reimbursable costs in accordance with existing law. 

Hells Canyon dam site is located below all existing power and major 
irrigation developments on Snake River and no direct irrigation is 
possible from the project, It is located in the heart of the Snake 
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River Canyon about 100 miles downstream from Weiser, Idaho, and 
108 miles from Lewiston, Idaho. 

The Scriver Creek power facilities are located in Idaho between the 
north and middle forks of Payette River. The general location’ of 
the proposed facilities is shown on the Snake River Basin map before 
you. 

: Hells Canyon Dam would be a concrete arch structure with a maxi- 
mum height of 722 feet above the estimated foundation. The dam 
would raise the water surface in Snake River a maximum of 602 feet. 
The reservoir created would extend upstream about 93 miles to a 
point 11 miles below Weiser, Idaho. The reservoir would store 
4,400,000 acre-feet, of which 3,880,000 acre-feet would be active 
capacity. 

A powerhouse at the toe of the dam would provide space for 9 gen- 
erators, each with a capacity of 100,000 kilowatts. Eight of these 
generators would be installed initially. 

The major purpose served by the Hells Canyon Dam and appurte- 
nant facilities would be the production of power; however, the reser- 
voir would also provide flood control, navigation, and recreational 
benefits and could provide financial assistance to irrigation develop- 
ments. In the 1951 report, it was proposed that a part of the cost 
be allocated to these incidental functions on a nonreimbursable basis. 

The Hells Canyon development would be operated on a coordinated 
basis with the other units of the Columbia River power system to pro- 
duce the maximum amount of system prime power. Such coordinated 
operation requires the Hells Canyon storage releases to be made during 
the low-water season of the Columbia River. 

Following the amortization period for the Hells Canyon develop- 
ment, net annual power revenues of nearly $12 million would be avail- 


‘able to financially assist irrigation development. 


The Scriver Creek power facilities include upper Scriver Creek 

werplant, with an installed capacity of 37,500 kilowatts, and the 
ower Scriver Creek powerplant, with an initial capacity of 60,000 
kilowatts and provision for an ultimate capacity of 120,000 kilowatts. 

The incidental facilities include the existing Cascade Reservoir, 
Smiths Ferry Diversion Dam on the North Fork of Payette River, 
Smiths Ferry-Scriver Creek Tunnel, Scriver Creek Dam and Reser- 
voir, Seriver Creek-Garden Valley Tunnel, and the necessary switeh- 
yards and transmission lines to deliver the power to Eagle, Idaho, near 
Boise. 

The available storage on Payette River would permit a very flexi- 
ble operation of the Scriver Creek powerplants, with the result that 
most of the power produced would. be firm power. The combined 
output from the 2 plants would be 635 million kilowatt-hours an- 
nually, of which approximately 555 million kilowatt-hours would be’ 
firm. 

Net annual revenues in the amount of about $2 million would be 
available after the original investment was repaid in the 43d year. 

A possible extension of the project would be the construction of 
Garden Valley Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant. This facility would 
provide needed flood control and irrigation storage as well as at site 
and downstream power benefits and would justify the immediate addi- 
tion of a third unit in lower Scriver Creek powerplant which would 
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permit its operation for peaking purposes instead of as a base-load 
plant during the irrigation season. 

Power revenues would return the total investment in 45 years, after 
which net revenues from the 3 plants would amount to $3,560,000, 

Senator Anperson. Do you have an additional statement on the 
Scriver Creek facilities ? 

Mr. Wurre, During the hearings on Senate bill 1333 in May 1955, 
I submitted a rather detailed statement on the Scriver Creek power 
facilities which appears on pages 411 through 418 of the hearing rec- 
ord, I would be happy to brief this statement at this time, if you wish. 

Senator Anperson, Yes; I think it would be nice if you would re- 
view that. 

Do you have a copy, Senator Dworshak and Senator Allott? 

Senator DworsHax. Yes. 

Senator Axxorr. Yes, 

Mr. Wurre. The water system for the Scriver Creek power facili- 
ties can be considered to begin at Cascade Reservoir on the North Fork 
of the Payette River. This reservoir was completed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation in 1948 as a facility of the Boise project, and has a 
capacity of 650,000 acre-feet. A oe part of the capacity is surplus 
to the present needs of Payette Valley irrigation and could be used 

for power regulation. 
ater released from Cascade Reservoir drops over 2,200 feet be- 
fore being diverted for irrigation. 

Diversion from the North Fork of Payette River would be made 
at the Smiths Ferry Diversion Dam through a 4.6-mile tunnel to the 


upper Scriver Creek powerplant. It should be noted that both irri-- 


snr and power releases from Cascade Reservoir could be diverted 
rough the power facilities, as the water will enter the Middle Fork of 
Payette River above major irrigation diversions. BE 
he upper Seriver Creek powerplant: would have an installed ca- 
pacity of 37,500 kilowatts, operating under an average net head of 
410 feet. Immediately below the powerplant would be the Scriver 
Creek reregulating reservoir with an active capacity of 5,000 acre-feet, 
leases from this reservoir would be by tunnel and penstock to the 
lower Scriver Creek powerplant. 

This plant would operate under an average head of 805 feet and 
would have an installed capacity initially of 60,000 kilowatts, with 
provision for future installation of another 60,000 kilowatts. 

Switchyard and transmission facilities to deliver the power to Idaho 
Power Co. 138-kilovolt lines in the vicinity of Eagle, Idaho, near 
Boise, are also included in the plan. 

On the basis of January 1955 price levels, the estimated construc- 
tion cost of these facilities is $45,934,000. After adding interest 
during construction, deducting a small fish and wildlife and recre- 
ation allocation, and adding the cost of the unassigned space in Cas- 
cade Reservoir, the capital cost assigned to power would be $52,134,000. 

Senator Anperson. What is the total cost? 

Mr. Wurre. $52 million. 

Senator Anperson. The total cost was going to be $45 million 


originally. 
Mr. Wao: $45,900,000 was the estimated construction cost. 
Senator Anprerson. How did you get up so high? Why is it $7 
million more ? 
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Mr. Wurre. That is principally from picking up the pro rata share 
of the unassigned space in the Cascade Reservoir, which is an existing 
reservoir. 

Sennhor Anperson. Can. that unassigned space be used in any other 
way ? 

Mr. Wurre. Part of it. The assigned part would be used for irri- 
gation. The unassigned part is not now being used. 

Senator Anperson. And if this were not built, it never would be 
use; is that right? 

' Mr. Wurre. Oh, it might be used for expansion of future irriga- 
tion in Payette Valley or elsewhere. Potentially, there is some use, 
I think. 

The benefit-cost ratio, using a 50-year period of analysis, is 1.54 
to 1.00. 

Power output would average 635 million kilowatt-hours, of which 
555 million kilowatt-hours would be firm power. Using rates in pros- 
pect: 4.7 mills for firm power, 2.6 mills for off peak, and 2.0 mills for 
salable dump, the average annual power revenue would be $2,566,000. 

Senator AnpERsON. What were those rates? 

Mr. Wurre. 4.7 mills for firm power, 2.6 for off peak, and 2.0 mills 
for salable dump. 

Senator Anperson. Those are quite a bit lower than the rates we 
spoke of this morning; are they not? 

Mr. Wuire. Yes; they are. This would meet all annual operating 
and replacement costs and would repay the capital costs with interest 
at 214 percent in 43 years. Net annual revenues after that time would 
amount to slightly more than $2 million. 

The inclusion of Garden Valley Dam, Reservoir, and powerplant 
as an extension of the Scriver Creek facilities would provide about 
1,500,000 acre-feet of storage capacity and 60,000 kilowatts of power 
capacity at Garden Valley, and would permit immediately installa- 
tion of another 30,000-kilowatt unit at the lower Scriver Creek site. 

Garden Valley Reservoir was included in earlier plans for utilizing 
Payette River waters for irrigation and has been included by the 
Corps of Engineers in plans for flood control on Snake River. 

The Bureau is now making more detailed study of this development 
in cooperation with the corps in their current review of the Columbia 
River main control plan. 

Inclusion of Garden Valley Dam and powerplant and the neces- 
sary revisions in lower Scriver Creek plant, transmission lines, and 
so forth, would increase the total estimated construction cost for the 
3 plants to $84,887,000, based on January 1955 price levels. 

Total average annual energy output from the 3 plants would be 
1,036,000,000 kilowatt-hours, mostly firm. The benefit-cost ratio 
would be 1.52 to 1. 

Using rates indicated previously, the combined facilities would pay 
out in 45 years without allocating any of the cost to flood control. Net 
power revenues after pay-out would amount to some $3,560,000. 

Senator AnpEeRsoN. Does that complete your statement? 

Mr. Wurre. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Are there any questions? 

Senator Dworshak. 

Senator DworsHak. I have one question, Mr. White. 
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The Scriver Creek project is tied in as part 2 of the Hells Canyon 
bill S. 555. Is that related from an engineering standpoint with the 
high Hells Canyon Dam, or is it included in the bill to provide some 
financial assistance for the development of the Payette division of 
the Mountain Home project? — 

Mr. Wurre. In answer to the first part of your question, sir, I would 
say it is not related in an engineering way at all with the high Hells 
Canyon Dam, and I cannot speak as to why it is included in the bill. 

Senator Anperson. I think that is a bad question to ask him. I do 
not believe Senator Dworshak wants to involve you in that. 

Senator Dworsnax. No, if it is embarrassing in any way, I did not 
so intend it. - : 

Senator Anperson. You are asking this witness who works for the 
Government to comment on the motives of Senator Morse and others 
in introducing it. It puts him in an embarrassing position. 

Senator Dworsnax. We will ask it at a more appropriate time. 

Senator Anperson. Are there additional questions ? 

Senator Allott? 

Senator Atiorr. No, I really could not understand enough of what 
he was reading. I will have to read the testimony, Mr. Chairman, 
before I know what he was talking about. 

Senator Anperson. To ask this witness to answer your question is 
difficult. 

Senator DworsHak. I was trying to find out. We will ask it at 
another time. 

Senator Anperson. If there are no further questions, we will go to 
Mr. Campbell. 

Mr. Campbell, have they informed you at all of what questions arose 
during the discussion this morning 4 


BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
STATEMENT OF DON S. CAMPBELL, CHIEF, DIVISION OF POWER, 


Mr. Campseti. No, I was given during lunch, sir,-5 or 6 questions 
to which answers were desired. 

Senator Anperson. Maybe you had better read the question and 
give ananswer. What was the first one? 

Mr. Camppety. The first question involved a breakdown of Pali- 
sades energy, firm, secondary, and dump, and where each block is 
assigned and in what amounts. 

Senator Anperson. That is right. What is the total capacity ? 

Mr. Campsett. The total installed capacity at the Palisades plant 
is 114,000 kilowatts. Over a 26-year period the average annual energy 
production is 635,400,000 kilowatt-hours. 

Senator Anperson. I am just cognizant of the fact that some people 


say language is used to conceal thought. Do not give us figures that’ 


are designed to do that. 114,000 kilowatts is the capacity ? 
Mr. Camppett. That is the installed capacity. I 
Senator Anperson. How much of that do you expect to use? 
Mr. Campse.l. We expect to use all of it, sir. 


Senator Anperson.. How do you expect to use it as to firm, sec- 


ondary, and dump ? 
Mr. Camppeci. Let.me answer your question this way: As far as 
firm power goes, it is limited by the winter discharges from the reser- 
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voir, which will enable us to generate about 20,000 kilowatts of firm 
energy. 

Senator AnpErson. 20,000 kilowatts firm? 

Mr. CampseLy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. How much secondary ? 

Mr. CampBELL. I will give you the answer to secondary production 
in terms of kilowatt-hours rather than in terms of kilowatts. 

Senator AnpeRson. I do not care how you give it if you later put 
it baek to the same figure. 

Mr. Campseu. I cannot relate it to kilowatt, sir. I can give you 
the entire breakdown in kilowatt-hours if you wish. 

Senator Anperson. Have you anybody over there who could give 
that ? 

Mr. Campsetu. It varies from month to month. I would have to 
compute it month by month through the 12 months of the year. 

Senator Anperson. I understand that. Does it vary that much? 

Mr. Campse.u. Yes, it varies between winter and summer in mate- 
rial amounts. 

Senator Anperson. I understand that, but is it a material amount ? 

Mr. Camppetn. Yes. 

Senator AnpeRSON. It would not have 7 or 8 months when the de- 
mand was fairly constant. 

Mr. Camprety. Through the irrigation season the releases are quiie 
constant. They start and build up through and then drop. 

Senator Anperson. I want to know about what is the kilowatt ca- 
pacity during the irrigation. season when the demand would be on for 
that power. 

Mr. Camepett. I-do not have that figure, sir. 

Senator Anverson. Would you estimate it? Here are people who 
are trying to buy power, and if you cannot estimate what it is going 
to be you cannot possibly sell them any power. 

Mr. CamppetL. Well, I would estimate it at somewhere around 


20,000 to 21,000 kilowatts in the summertime. 


Senator ANperson. We had an estimate this morning of about 27,000 
kilowatts, That is probably not too bad then. That is secondary. 

Mr. Campseti. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. The rest of it would be dump. 

Mr. Camppeityi. Yes, sir. There are approximately 174 million 
kilowatt-hours of dump, and that would ha etry: run between 60,000 
to 70,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Anperson. Now, the total of 20,000, 27,000, and 60,000 is 


-somewhere in the neighborhood of 107,000, somewhere in the neighbor- 


hood of the 114,000 kilowatts with which we started. 

Mr. CampsBett. Yes, sir. 

Senator AnpEerson. Who gets the 20,000 firm ? 
- Mr. Campserr. The 20,000 firm, sir, is divided among three custom- 
ers. The city of Idaho Falls. 

Senator Anprerson. How much is that? 

Mr. Campsetit. From May to September, 16,000 kilowatts; from 
October through April, 18,000 kilowatts. The kilowatt-hours that go 


_ with that are 92,779,200. 


Senator Anpverson. The 16,000 or 18,000 are sufficient for our pur- 
poses. You said there would be 20,000 kilowatts of firm... I under- 
89648—57—_—-6 
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stand that part of your 18,000 of that 20,000 kilowatts goes to the city 


. of Idaho Falls. 


Mr. Campseti. That is right, sir. The Lower Valley Light & 
Power, Inc., which I believe is the correct name. 

Senator Anverson. Is that a preference group? 

Mr. Camppetn. Yes, sir; these are all preference groups. 

Senator Anperson. What was the name? 

Mr. Cameseti. Lower Valley Light & Power, Inc. They operate 
in Wyoming just at the headwaters of the Palisades Reservoir. 

Senator Anprrson. Is it a private utility? 

Mr. Campsety. No, sir. It is an REA-financed cooperative. 

Senator Anperson. It is a preference group? 

Mr. CampseLu. Yes, sir. From May to September, 2,300 kilowatts, 
and from October to April, 2,600 kilowatts. 

Fall River could operate, from May to September, 3,100 kilo- 
watts; October to April, 1,900 kilowatts. 

The Lost River could operate, May to September, 4,100 kilowatts; 
October to April, 3,500 kilowatts. 

Senator Anperson. Now, if we took the lower limits for the par- 
ticular period that you indicated, it would be 16,000, plus 2,300, plus 
3,100, plus 4,100; would it not? 

Mr. Campsett. Yes; adding up to 25,500. 

Senator ANnperson. And at the lower limit, it would be what 
amount ? ' 

Mr. Campsexry. 26,000. 

Senator ANpreRsON. So that you are going to sell 26,000 firm out of 
20,000. 

Mr. Campsext. I might explain how these last figures are arrived 
at. They are arrived at on the basis of the kilowatt-hours or the 
water that is available in the reservoir for this purpose, and when ap- 
plied to the customers’ load, would serve a customers load of 25,500 
or 26,000 in the wintertime. 

Senator ANpERsoN. Now, how did you determine that the city 
of Idaho Falls would have 80 percent of the power. 

Mr. Campseu. It was a matter of negotiation in the field, sir, and, 
when dividing up the pot, there wasn’t enough to satisfy everyone, 
and all four of the preference customers had indicated the desire 
to have power, and it was divided up as nearly equally as could be 
done. 

Senator AnpEerRson. We would have to explain what you mean by 
equally. 

18,000 to one and 2,000 to another is a horse and rabbit. 

Mr. Campse.u. The 18,000 amount goes into a system that is much 
larger, a larger area, a larger number of customers, while the other 
3 are more rural customers as contrasted with the municipality of 
Idaho Falls. 

Senator Anperson. That is what I wanted on the record. The 
preference clause is not based solely on the population; is it? 

Mr. Campse.u. No, sir. 

Senator Anperson. It is based on need. 

Mr. Campsetu. Right. 

Senator ANDERSON. What is the measure of need between the various 
ones that you serve and the ones that you do not serve. 
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Mr. Campsetz. The first two, sir, have some generation of their 
own. The latter two do not have any generation. 

Idaho Falls, in the initial aiid indicated that: they wanted all 
of the power from Palisades. 

Senator AnpEeRsON. We can understand that. 

Mr. Campse.L. We told them that it was not fair that they would 
shut down generation and buy all of the energy from Palisades when 
there were other people that had no generation that desired it and 
needed it. 

Senator ANpERSON. How much generation did they shut down? 

Mr. CampseL. I don’t believe they are shutting down any genera- 
tion, sir. They are buying, in addition to their own generation, some 
10,000 kilowatts from the Utah Power & Light Co. 

Senator ANpeRsoN. Do you know at what rate they buy that? 

Mr. Camepset. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator Anprrson. Do you know the rate at which the Department 
of the Interior is selling to them ? 

Mr, Camrseu. Selling to whom, sir? 

Senator Anprerson. The city of Idaho Falls. 

Mr. CamMpBeELL. Yes, sir. 

' Senator ANpERson. What rate is that? 

Mr. Campsety. The Palisades rate, sir, is 75 cents per kilowatt of 
billing demand per month, plus an energy charge of 314 mills for the 
first 250 kilowatt-hours, and the balance at 3 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Senator Anperson. Can you translate that back into terms of 3, 
4,5, 6, or 7 mills? 

Mr. Campsetu. It will probably average out on their load factor 
of 5.4 mills, 514 mills, or something like that. 

Senator Anprerson. The preference clause reads: 

Provided further, That in said sales or leases preference shall be given even 
to municipalities and other public corporations or agencies, and also to co- 
operatives and other nonprofit organizations financed in whole or in part by 
loans made pursuant to the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 and any amend- 
ment thereof. 

Now, the groups that were testifying this morning represented a 
cooperative which cannot get any. Can you tell us how you decide 
and who could not draw on this pot ? 

Mr. Campsetu. As far as the Palisades project is concerned, sir, to 
the best of my knowledge, there were only four preference customer 
applicants for power from that project. 

is goes back to about 1946 or 1947, sir. That was at the time that 
future delivery contracts were executed with these four preference 
customers. 

Senator Anperson. Is Mr. Schlender here? 

Would you mind coming up for just a moment? 

Did you not represent a group of cooperatives? 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD SCHLENDER, MANAGER, RAFT RIVER 
RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, MALTA, IDAHO—Resumed 


Mr. ScuHienver. Yes. 


Senator Anperson. Did they make any application for Palisades 
power ? 


Mr. Scuienper. Not at that early date. 








78 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


Senator Anperson. There is nothing in the law that says anything 
about early date of application. 

Mr. Scuienver. I could not be sure how many they applied for that 
far back. 

Senator Anprrson. I have tried to eliminate “that far back.” 
When the power is ready is when the preference clause becomes opera- 
tive. You did not have to apply for it in 1896 or 1902 or even 1940. ’ 

What did you do when power was going to be available / 

These people have to be on notice and have to be given a reasonable 
time to make their arrangements. They would be fully justified in 
making contracts for the sale of it in anticipation of the opening of it. 
Tt does not have to go back 10 years, but they certainly are entitled to 
have several years of wa rning. 

Did you give them several years of warning that you desired to have 
Palisades power ? 

Mr. Scuuenper. As far as I can say, on several years of w arning, 
I just cannot be sure what the group did there because that was before 
the time that I came and before the group was formed into an organi- 
zation. They were all dealing as individual consumers. 

Senator Anperson. How long have you been with the group ? 

Mr. Scuuenver. I have been there about 2 years ‘and am familiar 
with what went on for a couple of years prior to the time that I went, 
and since I came. 

Senator Anperson, Can you tell us that, taking a couple of years 
prior to when you came there and since? . When was the first applica- 
tion for part of this Palisades power, so far as you know ? 

Mr. ScuLenver. It was about 1954 when the acute shor tage of power 
became apparent to the degree that the Southern Idaho Power Users 
Association was first gotten together and I have here a resolution 
which that group drew. up in July of 1955 showing all the deficiencies 

‘and what they wanted done about it. 

Senator Anperson. What do they ask from the Department of the 
Interior with reference to Palisades power ? 

Mr. Scutenper. They just wanted all they could get of it. 

Senator Anperson. I would like to have the exact wording that 
they used in asking for it. 

Mr. Scutenper.. That I do not have. 

Senator ANDERSON. It is important to us to know because although 
T mean this very kindly, IT think you were a little disappointed. I 
started to say “critical,” but at least you were disappointed that you 
had not received any of the Palisades power. 

I merely want to know what you did so that they would have warn- 
ing within a reasonable time that. you wanted some of this power. 
They could not wait until the switch was turned to make the contracts. 
The Department of the Interior has to start making them within a 
reasonable time. You do not go back to the day the project is planned, 
but. you-certainly have to give them a reasonable warning that you 
néeded some of this power and were able to take it and were able to 
contract for it. 


What is the first date that a request for Palisades power was made: 


in language that Sgpcifeally expresses your desire to have it? 
Mr. Scuuenper. The first date by any of those cooperatives that 


I know of was about 1948. Just what they asked for I am not sure. 
Then that is not quite the way it was handled.” The way it was 
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handled is that we were told how much we were able to get out of 
the Palisades. 

Senator Anperson. When were you told? 

Mr. ScHLENDER. We were told as early as 1954 that there would be | 
sbout 14,000 kilowatts that would be allocated for the power system; 
that that was all we were able to get. 

Senator ANDERSON.’ 14,000 4 

Mr. Scuienper. That is seasonal power, however. 

Senator Anperson. We are referring to this firm power first, and 
will get to the secondary later on. 

Did you ever make application for firm power and by that I mean 
a written application for it so that the Department of the Interior 
Was put on notice that you wanted firm power 4 

Mr, ScuHienper. I am sure, Senator, that that was done. 

Senator Anprrson. Has it been done in the 2 years that you have 
been there / 

Mr. ScHLENDER. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. At what time? 

Mr. Scutenper. For Raft River alone I made a formal appli- 

cation for 20,000 kilowatts of power not knowing particularly where 
it is going to come from, but thinking that. it might come from Burns. 
Creek pr oject about 6 months ago. 

Senator Anprrson. I have to ask you to state Palisades power. 
Did you ever make application directly for Palisades firm power? 
We will get to the secondary in just a minute. 

Mr. Scutenper. I did not anticipate this type of thing and I have 
it in my files in the office, but do not have it here. I do not recall 
the dates. 

Senator Anperson. I am sure you will recognice your difficulty. 


-Your testimony this morning tended to indicate that you expected 


or hoped to have sone firm power out of this. .You would agree with 
me; I think, that unless you make your wishes known, there is no 
way that the Interior Department could anticipate that. You have 
to ask for it. 

Mr. Scutenper. That is right. 

Senator AnLorr, Will the Senator yield ¢ 

I think there is a difference, too, between merely expressing an 
interest and demanding it. 

Senator Anperson. I feel so, too. I was merely trying to find out 
if a formal application had gone in so that Interior was put on 
notice. The reason we asked for somebody to come over here from 
Interior was that Interior has allocated 18,000 kilowatts at one time 
of the year and 16,000 kilowatts at another, to the city of Idaho 
Falls. In the absence of requests from other applicants you will have 
to admit that Interior has done its duty and allocated to where the 
law said it was going to go. If there is a request for 50,000 kilowatts 
and they had only 20,000 available they could naturally only give a 
portion to anyone. Would you check your records? 

Mr. Scuienper. I would be glad to furnish the material as soon 
as I can get back and check the records. 

Senator Anperson. Will you check your records and find if there 
was ever an application made for firm power and if so the date of the 
first application and the amount that you might want and supply 
that for the record ? 
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Mr. Scutenper. I will. 
(The material referred to was not received at the time the hearings 
were printed.) 
Senator Anperson. I had better ask you, Mr. Campbell, does that 
check with your information that there has been no request from 
them for firm power ? 
Mr. Scutenver. That is right, sir. May I explain further? 
Senator ANprrson. Yes, sir; I want to get to what we had come up 
this morning. : 
Mr. Campsety. I am not sure of the date but it was sometime in 
late 1946 when we canvassed the area to find who was interested in 
urchasing the output of the Palisades plant. We received inquiries 


m the four names that I have mentioned. At that time we executed — 
with these four agencies what we termed at that time future delivery - 


contracts. It was merely a request on the part of the co-op for blank 
kilowatts at a rate that would be established in the future. The con- 
tract further provided that when the rate was established if it was 


not satisfactory to the purchaser the piecé of paper was torn up and 


we both went on our way. 

I am sorry I do not have the figures of these four future delivery 
contracts, but the sum total exceeded the amount of firm power that 
has been found to be available at Palisades so that we had applica- 
tions of long standing from four customers, all preference customers, 
and we undertook to honor them to the best of our ability. 

Senator Anprerson. I would say that was perfectly proper. 

Now, as to secondary power, you said that runs about 20,000, depend- 
ing on different times of the year. 

Mr. Campsett. That is right, sir. 


Senator Anperson. What is your situation on that, Mr. Schlender? . 


Have you made application for some of that ? 

Mr. Scutenper. No; we were told that an application for secondary 
power was not in order, that we were not even eligible to receive it. 

Senator Anperson. When did you make that application ¢ 

Mr. Scutenver. At least by 1955, the date this resolution was writ- 
ten, by July of 1955. ' 

Senator ANpEerson. Did you make that as what I might call a formal 
application or was it a mere expression of interest ? 

Mr. Scuienper. There was a resolution that came out as a result of 
a joint meeting of the power users and the Bureau agencies. 

Senator ANDERSON. Xt that time you were informed that you were 
not eligible for secondary power ? ; 

Mr. Scuienver. That is right. 

Senator Anprrson. What would be your comment on that, Mr. 
Campbell ? 

Mr. Campsetw. As far as a utility is concerned, Mr. Chairman, sec- 
ondary power is normally used to displace generation on their own sys- 
tem and without generation, in the sale of secondary to a customer 
you have no way of curtailing that when you run out of secondary so 
as a rule it is a general practice that we do not sell secondary except 
to systems having their own generation or a system backed up by a 
contract from another source to take care of their needs when this sec- 
ondary is not available from our system because we do not guarantee 
the deliveries of secondary power. It-is available if, as and when. 
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Senator ANperson. The testimony this morning was that you do 
have a secondary power contract with Idaho Power Co. That com- 
pany does not have generating facilities. 

Mr. Campsetn. Yes, sir. The Idaho Power Co. does have hydro 
scattered all the way up and down the Snake River. 

Senator Anperson. I thought when you referred to the secondary 
you were referring to the steam plant and other things available. 

Mr. Campsetu. It could be steam or hydro or gas or deisel, any 
source of generation. 

Senator ANpErson. Does that clear up your point on that? 

Mr. Scutenver. Not quite. I think that it is overlooking a little 
point there that, as we stated, this secondary might not always be there 
so that you must have some other reserve of power to fall back on and 
supplant it and in our case where it is all hydro that would naturally 
have to be some sort of steam power or internal combustion power. 
That was what we do not have to back it up with and as we brought out 
in the testimony this morning, Idaho Power has hydro generation 
but do not have any steam generation and at the same time that the 
Palisades might be down to a low water year, so would, probably, the 
rest of Idaho Power’s hydro system. ° 

Senator AnpErson. The hydro would not help in the circumstances 
under secondary power. 

Mr. CampsetL. On another watershed, another stream, yes. 

Senator Anperson. Drought is not generally clear across the coun- 
try when it comes. One river is up and one is down. 

. Mr. Camrsety. In the particular area we are speaking of, the Boise 
River has an entirely different pattern of flow than does the Snake 
River and the two tend to compensate themselves. In other words, 
the entire watershed does not flood and ebb at the same time. 

Senator Anperson. Let us get to some of the other questions. You 
have already dipped into some of them, but go ahead. 

Mr. Campse.u. The second question I had quoted to me is, what was 
the rate for Palisades power? 

Senator Anprrson. You have given that as 514 mills? 

Mr. Campsetu. Yes, sir; at 50 percent load factors it is 5.4 mills. 
Also, other Federal reclamation power in the upper Snake River, the 
Minidoka system. 

First, let me go to the Boise project because that is the same rate 
as the Palisades rate. ‘The Minidoka system rate is 90 cents per kilo- 
watt of demand monthly, with the first 250 kilowatt-hours jer bilowete 
of billing demand at 5 mills per kilowatt-hour and the balance at 214 
mills per kilowatt-hour and at a 50 percent load factor that is 6.7 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. 

Senator ANprrson. This morning we had some statement that they 
used to. pay 5.7 mills and in this last year you raised them to 7 mills. 

Mr. Campsett. The questions that I have all relate to Fall River, sir, 
and I was a little taken aback because these questions do not apply to 
Fall River. Since I came into the room I understand it is Raft River 
involved, rather than Fall River, so that I will undertake to partially, 
at least, answer your question. 

This 15-percent increase that has been referred to has been brought 
about by the necessity of purchasing power outside to supplement our 
own generation to serve these preference customers in the Minidoka 
area of which Raft River is one. The power supply in the Minidoka 
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area comes from the Minidoka powerplant from powerplants on the 
Boise River, namely, Anderson Ranch and Boise diversion, and a plant 
on the Payette River, Black Canyon, plus the seven units of the Mini- 
doka plant. , : 

The power on the Boise project is pumped into the Idaho Power 
Co.’s system and transmitted by them to the Minidoka system. When 
the Minidoka load exceeds the capability of the Government’s sources, 
additional power flows in from the Idaho system into the Minidoka 
system. . 

We have no control over it. We cannot tell our customers to turn 
out lights or shut down motors. They stay on with us and the kilowatts 
roll through the meters so that we have been over the last 2 years con- 
fronted with purchases from the Idaho Power Co. to take care of our 
Minidoka customers. ,' 

That was not contemplated at the time that our contracts were nego- 
tiated. These purchases come about as a result of a penalty clause, 
you might call it, in our contracts, which says that we will transmit for 
you so many kilowatt-hours and deliver them to you at Minidoka, If 
you exceed that number of kilowatt-hours it is going to cost you so 
much. 

It is the result of that excess kilowatt-hours of use, excess poms use 
on the Minidoka system that has brought about the penalty to the 
Bureau and this 15 percent was added to the bills last year, I think, 
and up until Palisades energy becomes available this year, which was 
last week, to make the Government whole in this operation. 

Senator Anperson. At the time that the Government was buying 
from Idaho Power and allowing them to bill this excess, was it also 
selling Idaho power? 

Mr. Campse.yu., There were two blocks of power being sold, yes, a 
small block of peaking power from Anderson Ranch which would 
not go very far in satisfying the Minidoka demand, and some dump 
energy. 

Senator Anperson. Were they buying at dump rates and selling at 
7 mills? 

Mr. Camrseis. They were billing at dump rates. I cannot tell you 
what. the rate that we had to pay them for it as a penalty power was. 
They paid us dump rates. 

Senator Anperson. They sold at 7 mills? 

Mr. Campsety. I could not say. 

Senator Anprerson. What is the dump rate / 

Mr. ScHLENDER. Two mills, generally. 

Senator Anperson. That is not a bad business if you can buy at 
2 mills and sell at 7; is it? 

Mr. Campsetu. No, but if you will recognize that this was a penalty 
payment rather than a purchase of power, it is different. 

Seesae Anpberson. I recognize that, but they were buying from the 
Government and selling to the Government simultaneously. 

Mr, Campsett. I think that is a correct statement, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Does that explanation satisfy you ? 

Mr. Camppe.u. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Senator Attorr. Before you leave that, Mr. Chairman, may I ask 
a question ? 
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Senator Anperson. Senator Allott. 

Senator Atiorr. Could this electricity which they are buying from 
the Government be identified? That is the point. It could ‘not be 
identified as dump electricity with the electricity that was sold to the 
Government ? 

Mr. CamppeclL. You cannot hang a tag on a kilowatt-hour. 

Senator Auworr. I know that you cannot, but I thought you might 
do it by means of a separation of systems or distribution of systems. 

Senator A.nperson. It was all poured into the same line, was it! 

Mr. Campset.. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ayzorr. Thank you. 

Senator Dworsuak. I have one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Schlender, is any of this secondary dump power made available 
at the season of the year when your requirements are heaviest 

Mr. Scutenver. No, sir. No secondary is made available to. us 
when our requirements are heaviest. 

Senator Dworsuax. Not only made available, but released by the 
Bureau of Reclamation at the time when they might be used by your 
association ? 

Mr. Scutenper. Yes, I believe their release coincides with our use. 

Senator Dworsuak. How do you explain that? 

Mr. Scutenper. I believe that the peak capacity of these dams is 
reached during our irrigation period at which we need that power. 

Senator Dworsuak. So that at that season it is virtually as valu- 
able to you as firm power ? 

Mr. ScHLenprr. Yes. 

Mr. Campsett. Might I respond to that, Senator ? 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Yes. 

Mr. Campsetn. During the period at which Raft River’s load is 
at its lowest, namely, July and August, it is the period when some 
36,600,000 kilowatt-hours are being fed from the Palisades into Mini- 
doka’s system and will be the reason that the 15 percent surcharge 
which has been levied on that rate will be removed. Therefore, he is 
getting the benefit of this seasonal release from Palisades along with 
all the other customers on the Minidoka project. 

Senator Anprerson. Go ahead, Mr. Schlender. 

Mr. Scurenver. Might I add that we have been notified by the 
Bureau that if we go over our contract demand for this coming July 
that the Bureau will have to do something about it. They didn’t say. 
that they would assess the 15-percent penalty. 

I have not received it in formal writing, but I was just told that it 
was on the way. 

Mr. Campsett. The last question, sir, is what is the item in their 
rate for loss of sale to Idaho Power Co., and that, sir, I cannot answer 
because it involves seeing the computations that go into their bills and 
those bills are Leet from the project office at Burley, and the 
regional office at Boise. 

e do not have them here, and I do not know what the makeup of 
those bills is. 

Senator Anprerson. Would you supply it? He gave it as a mill 
added to their bill because of the loss of sales to the Idaho Power Co. 
T assume that goes to the Idaho Power Co. eventually. 

Mr. Campsets. It could bei in payment of a penalty. I am not able 
to tell you at this time. 
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Mr, Scutenver. Mr. Chairman, there were 2 mills altogether, if 
you remember. - 

Senator Anperson. Yes, but only: one was lost to Idaho Power Co. 
‘One was this one. What was the other one? 

Mr. Scuienver. One was for wheeling. It did not say for what 
kind of wheeling. ad k ; 

Senator Anperson. Are there additional questions of Mr. Camp- 
bell ? 

Senator Dworsuak. I do not know whether the question is appro- 
priate but within the next 2 years, Mr. Campbell, we will have a total 
of about 700 homestead units on the north side of the Minidoka project 
which will require power. 

Mr. Campsein. Yes, sir. _ 

Senator Dworsnax. That is a preference status, and I wonder in 
what manner will the Bureau of Reclamation take care of that power- 
load. 

Mr. Campsetnt. We have, you might say, reserved from the Pali- 
sades output some 140 million kilowatt-hours annually for the use of 
the North Michaud Flats, Fort Hall, for those Federal reclamation 
projects to take care of their eee requirements. 

Senator Dworsnax. Will that be firm or secondary power? 

Mr..Campsety. That will be, let us call it seasonal pumping power. 
It is firm throughout the irrigation season as contrasted from firm 
throughout the year. 

Senator Anprrson. Are there additional questions? Mr. Campbell, 
I want to thank you for coming up and giving us a quick answer to a 
question that arose this morning. I think that is very helpful. Thank 
you very much. 

(The following letter was subsequently received for the record :) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
Washington, D. 0., March 12, 1957. 
Hon. Ciinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON : In connection with the March 6 hearings held by your 
subcommittee on S. 555, the attendance of Mr. Campbell was requested for the 
purpose of giving testimony relative to the Bureau’s power sales arrangements 
on the Palisades project. kk 

Among the questions asked of Mr. Campbell was the following with respect 
to the Raft River Blectric Cooperative, Inc. : 

“What is the item in their rate for loss of sale to Idaho Power Co.?” 

The reply to this question was to be supplied for the record due to lack of 
information in this office as to the billing procedures used by the project office. 

Our reply to this question is: The Bureau’s sales contract with the Raft River 
Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc., contains the following provision: 


“The Contractor shall pay for the electric service furnished hereunder in: 


accordance with the rates, charges, and conditions set out in Rate Schedule R1- 
P2 attached hereto and made a part hereof; Provided, That for the period of 
April through October 1956, a surcharge of fifteen percent (15%) shall be added 
to the Contractor’s monthly bills as compensation advances to the United States 
for the Contractor’s share of the estimated additional costs incurred by the 
United States under the 1950 Company contract; Provided further, That when 
the actual amount of said additional costs is determined after October 31, 1956, 
for the periods of (1) April and October 1956, and (2) May through September 
.1956, in accordance with the 1950 Company contract, the Contractor’s share of 
said costs in each period shall be determined by the ratio of the total amount of 
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aid surcharges paid by it during each period to the total amount of said sur- 
charges billed all customers of the Minidoka Power System during the same 
period, and any overpayment or underpayment by the Contractor of its share of 
said costs will be adjusted by appropriate credit or debit in the next monthly 
‘pill to the Contractor.” 

One of the items of additional cost incurred by the Bureau in its contract with 
the Idaho Power Co. is the loss of sale of energy. This loss is evaluated as 
1 mill per kilowatt-hour. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. A. DExHEIMER, Commissioner, 


STATEMENT OF JOHN R. RITER, CHIEF DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER, 
DENVER OFFICE, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 


Senator Anperson. Mr. Riter, I want to specifically request that 
you deal with the desirability of the high Hells Canyon Dam as against 
this Pleasant Valley Dam. That is what it is. 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. I know that you do not testify voluntarily on 
a matter of that nature, but I think it is important to the committee 
that we have an understanding of what is coming ahead. 

Secretary Seaton notified the Federal Power Commission of a new 
Pleasant Valley study. That was dated February 14 and he said he 
would ask the ive of Reclamation to make a study in greater de- 
tail of the feasibility of the Pleasant Valley site for multipurpose de- 
velopment. This is of great interest, 1 would think, to us as we 
approach the Hells Canyon Dam. I think, if there is no objection, 
I will put Mr. Seaton’s press release and the copy of the letter that 
he sent to Mr. Kuykendall in the record at this point. It is because 
of that statement that I would like to have your frank statement 
upon it. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


[Department of the Interior Information Service—for release February 15, 1957] 


SECRETARY SEATON Notiries FPC or NEw PLEASANT VALLEY Stupy 


Secretary of the Interior Fred A. Seaton today notified the Federal Power 
‘Commission that he is asking the Bureau of Reclamation to make a study in 
greater detail of the feasibility of the Pleasant Valley site for multipurpose 
development. ; 

When this study is completed, the Secretary said, he will submit further 
comments to the Commission, 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co. has applied to the FPC for a license for 
the Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Vailey Dam sites. The two sites are located 
in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River immediately upstream from its 
confluence. with the Salmon River and on the border of Idaho and Oregon. 

Secretary Seaton said that since the current flood-control plan of the Corps 
of Engineers indicates the need for development of additional flood-control 
capacity on the Snake River he instructed the Bureau of Reclamation last Sep- 
tember to evaluate data available concerning the potentials of the Pleasant 
Valley site for the joint major purposes of flood control and power development. 

The special report prepared by the Bureau, contemplating a dam backing 
water upstream to the Oxbow site, shows that the reservoir thus developed 
could provide 1,300,000 acre-feet of firm flood-control capacity and a total storage 
capacity of 2,570,000 feet. 

The appurtenant powerplant would provide for 1,250,000 kilowatts of gen- 
erating capacity. 

Analyses of the data contained in the special report suggests that “it may 
be economically feasible to construct such a multipurpose dam at the Pleasant 
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Valley site and, if so, to obtain flood control and power generation on a greater 
scale than that envisaged by the application for license for the Pleasant Valley 
site pending before your Commission,” Secretary Seaton said in a letter to 
Jerome K. Kuykendall, Chairman of the Federal Power Commission. 

The evaluation of the Pleasant Valley unit in the special report presumes 
the development of a dam and reservoir project downstream at Mountain Sheep 
and the existence of the Brownlee Dam and Reservoir upstream. 

Under these conditions, Secretary Seaton said, the Pleasant Valley unit would 
have an adverse effect on the resident fishery, but no significant effect on the 
anadromous species, principally salmon, ascending the river from the sea. 

“In the light of the possible values of the Pleasant Valley site for multi- 
purpose development, I am requesting the Bureau of Reclamation to study 
the feasibility of such development in greater detail and report its recommenda- 
tions expeditiously,” Secretary Seaton said. 

“As soon as I have that report, I shall submit further comments to the Com- 
mission in accordance with established practice,” he added. 

The Secretary pointed out that the current flood-control plan of the Corps 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, indicates the need for about 4 million 
acre-feet of flood-control storage on the Snake River above Lewiston, Idaho. 

The Brownlee development of Idaho Power Co., now under construction, will 
provide about 1 million acre-feet of flood-control capacity, he said. The Oxbow 
and Hells Canyon development of the Idaho Power Co, will not provide sig- 
nificant quantities of such capacity and the proposals of the Pacific Northwest 
Power Co. for the Pleasant Valley and Mountain Sheep developments would 
provide about 500,000 acre-feet, he said. 

The Bureau of Reclamation’s special report on the Pleasant Valley unit is 
available for inspection in room 7642, Department of the Interior Building. 

The text of Secretary Seaton’s letter to the Federal Power Commission follows : 


Hon. JEROME K. KUYKENDALL, 
Federal Power Commission, 
Washington, D. C. 


’ My Dear Mr. KuYKeEnpAt.: This letter is for the purpose of submitting addi- 
tional comments concerning the application of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 
for a license for project No. 2173. That application pertains to two proposed 
waterpower developments, designated as Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley, 
to be located in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River immediately above 
its confluence with the Imnaha River. 

The Bureau of Reclamation of this Department has studied this reach of the 
Snake River, in collaboration with the Corps of Engineers, as a part of the area 
‘designated generaly by both agencies as the middle Snake River area. The 
findings of the Bureau of Reclamation in 1954, as to the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant 
Valley stretch of the river were published in House Document No. 51, 84th 
Congress, 1st session. One of the potentialities mentioned in that report was 
construction of a multiple-purpose Pleasant Valley Dam which would back water 
to the Oxbow Dam site and inundate the Hells Canyon Dam site. 

Agencies of the Department of the Interior have been working closely with 
the Corps of Engineers in its current review of the main control plan for the 
Columbia River Basin. The current flood-control plan of the Corps of Engineers, 
published in House Document No, 531, S8ist Congress, 2d session, indicates the 
need for about 4 million acre-feet of flood-control storage on the Snake [iver 
above Lewiston. 

The Brownlee development of the Idaho Power Co., now under construction, 
will provide ahout 1 million acre-feet of flood-control capacity. The Oxbow and 
Hells Canyon developments of the Idaho Power Co. will not provide significant 
quantities of such capacity, and the proposals of the Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. for the Pleasant Valley and Mountain Sheep developments would provide 
about 500,000 acre-feet. 

In the light of the need for development of additional flood-control capacity 
in the Snake River Basin, I instructed the Bureau of Reclamation in September 
1956, to evaluate data available concerning the potentials of the Pleasant Valley 
site for the joint major purposes of flood control and power development. That 
agency has prepared a Special Report on the Pleasant Valley Unit, copy enclosed, 
covering a multipurpose use of the site, and contemplating a dam backing water 
upstream to the Oxbow site. The reservoir thus developed at elevation 1,685 
feet would provide 1,300,000 acre-feet. of firm flood-control capacity and would 
. have a total storage capacity of 2,570,000 feet. The appurtenant powerplant 
would provide for 1,250,000 kilowatts of generating capacity. 
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Analyses of the data contained in the attached special report suggest that it 
may be economically feasible to construct such a multipurpose dam at the 
Pleasant Valley site and, if so, to obtain flood control and power generation on 
a greater scale than that envisaged by the application for license for the Pleasant 
Valley site pending before your Commission. 

The evaluation of the Pleasant Valley unit contained in the special report 
attached presumes the development of a dam and reservoir project downstream 
at Mountain Sheep and existence of the Brownlee Dam and Reservoir upstream. 
Under these conditions the Pleasant Valley unit would have an adverse effect on 
the resident fishery, but no significant additional effect on the anadromous 
species. This Department, on November 8, as you know, recommended that ap- 
propriate facilities be installed to pass the anadromous fish runs around projects 
constructed in the reach of the Snake River between Mountain Sheep and 
Brownlee. Upstream migrants would be intercepted by facilities at the Mountain 
Sheep Dam and carried upstream for release above Brownlee Dam. Downstream . 
juvenile migrants would be collected at Brownlee Dam and trucked to a point 
of release below Mountain Sheep Dam. 

In the light of the possible values of the Pleasant Valley site for multi- 
purpose development, I am requesting the Bureau of Reclamation to study the 
feasibility of such development in greater detail and report its recommenda- 
tions expeditiously. As soon as I have that report, I shall submit further coin- 
ments to the Commission in accordance with established practice. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) FrRep A. SEaAron, 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Rrrer. Mr. Chairman, is it your desire that I discuss that at 
this time? I understood that you wanted me to identify my previous 
testimony and summarize it. 

Senator Anperson. I do. I do not care when you do the other. I 
think it. would be a mistake if the hearing closed without having some 
testimony on this subject. 

Mr. Rrrer. If agreeable to you, I would like to identify my pre- 
vious testimony first. 

Senator Anperson. Go ahead. 

Mr. Rrrer. Mr. Lineweaver very kindly let me borrow the com- 
mittee copy of the special report which was a reconnaissance report 
prepared by the Bureau in October of 1956. 

I have looked at this over the noon hour and I can make a partial 
comparison at this time if you so desire, or if you wish a more com- 
plete comparison I would like an opportunity to study it over the 
evening because I find that the estimates of power generation are not 
strictly on a comparable basis. 

Senator ANprerson. We do not wish to be unreasonable. You come 
back and do it tomorrow if you like. 

Mr. Rrrer. Thank you very much. : 

My name is John R. Riter. I am employed by the Bureau of Recla- 
mation as chief development engineer in the Commissioner’s Denver 
office. On May 2, 1955, I appeared before this committee and pre- 
sented testimony pertaining to the estimates of power production and 
costs of generation for the Hells Canyon development on Snake River. 
My testimony is contained on pages 431 to 453 of hearings on S. 1333. 

I presume you desire me to make a brief summary of that testimony. 

Senator ANperson. Yes; I do, 

Mr. Rrrer. Thank you. The proposed Hells Canyon Dam would 


create a reservoir of 4.4 million acre-feet total capacity, a maximum 


power head of 602 feet, and would have an initial powerplant capacity 
of 800,000 kilowatts with space provided in the powerhouse to permit 
the future installation of another unit. 
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The flows of Snake River near the dam site have been measured since 
1910. The historic discharges have been influenced by upstream irri- 
gation uses and the operation of reservoirs on the Snake River and 
tributaries. The irrigated area in the basin was 2,610,000 acres in 
1948. The active storage capacity of existing reservoirs, including 
the Palisades now under construction, is about 9 million acre-feet. 
In addition, there is a vast amount of underground storage beneath the 
Snake River plains in southern Idaho which has a regulating effect 
on streamflows. Undeveloped irrigation potentials in the Snake 
River Basin are in excess of 1.3 million acres. The estimates of power 
production are based on the residual streamfiows at the Hells Canyon 
site after allowance for the depletion effects of present and progres- 
sively increasing future upstream irrigation developments. For the 
20-year period of record, 1929 to 1948, inclusive, the average annual 
flows at the dam site are summarized as follows: 

Recorded flows, 11,829,000 acre-feet average flow; estimated at year 
1948 level. 11,524,000 acre-feet average flow; estimated at year 1985 
level, 10,298,000 acre-feet average flow; estimated at future level, 
9,089,000 acre-feet average flow. 

Operating plans contemplate that the Hells Canyon Reservoir 
would be coordinated with the operation of existing and future power 
developments.on the Columbia River and its tributaries. The Co- 
lumbia River is characterized by high flows which generally occur 
during the spring-flood months of May, June, and July, followed by 
decreasing flows which usually reach a minimum in the wintertime. 
With these runoff characteristics, coordinated operation would require 
storage releases be made from the Hells Canyon Reservoir and the 
bulk of the output generated during the season of low runoff in the 
Columbia River Basin. During the storage-recovery period, other 
plants in the system would have more than adequate generation to 
meet system power loads. With coordinated operation Hells Canyon 
is estimated to increase the prime power output of the power system 
by =A average of 900,000 kilowatts during the 50-year amortization 
period. 

At this point I might say that a comparison of estimates prepared 
by me with those submitted by Mr. Ostrander, of Bonneville Power 
Administration, show that my estimates are somewhat conservative, 
somewhat lower than Mr. Ostrander’s. My calculations were made on 
a shortcut method evaluating only two items: power at site and in- 
creased generation at downstream sites by virtue of increased flow 
from storage releases. Mr. Ostrander made a much more detailed 
study than I did and he secured his evaluations from detailed studies 
of the whole system, both with Hells Canyon and without Hells Can- 
yon. I thought this word of explanation might be in order. This is 
my estimate and I will admit it is conservative. 

The cost estimate for the Hells Canyon Dam, reservoir, and 800,000- 
kilowatt powerplant is about $354 million. That was the figure I 
used in my May 1955 testimony. With allowaces for interest during 
construction, tentative allocations to flood control, navigation, et 
cetera, interest and amortization, operation, maintenance, and replace- 
ments, the annual costs of power units at other sites in the system to 
provide adequate load factor for the increased prime power generation, 
the annual generation costs for the Hells Canyon development are 
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estimated to be $17,279,000. This is equivalent to an average of $19.20 
per kilowatt of added prime power or 2.19 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Senator Anperson. You said the 1955 figures. If you were to make 
a 1957 figure you would raise that somewhat; would you not? 

Mr. Rrrer. Well, Senator, I think Mr. Hoisington will comment 
briefly on that. The situation is this: You may recall that we testified 
at $354 million in 1955. As I recall, Mr. Hosington was recalled to 
the stand and asked what it would be if he applied the same experience 
which the Bureau had at the Hungry Horse. He lowered that to 
$308,500,000. I had already used the figure of $354 million in my 
testimony. As you have indicated, prices have risen since April 1955, 
I do not have an up-to-date figure. I believe, however, that $354 
million is probably more nearly representative of current prices than 
$308 million so for that reason I did not change the figure from that 
used in my previous testimony. 

Senator Anperson. It is somewhat important to our record to know 
on what basis your figure was given. I think this is a good answer. 

Mr. Rrrer. With allowance for transmission losses and costs, and 


_ I used my same figure of $7 per kilowatt although I understand that 


Bonneville may have some more recent information on that. The cost 
of power delivered to load centers would be 3.79 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. That is the increased power. I also made an analysis by an 
alternative method suggested to me by the Federal Power Commis- 
sion, which evaluated the salable energy and the dependable capacity 
at the Hells Canyon site. By this alternative method of analysis the 
storage drawdown at Hells Canyon was restricted to 2,600,000 acre- 
feet to avoid impairment of the powerplant capacity at that site. In 
this alternative method of analysis I used a powerplant capacity of 


900,000 kilowatts instead of 800,000 kilowatts in the earlier analysis. 


Allowing for the extra power unit the estimated construction cost 
would be about $362 million. The annual generation costs by the 
alternative method of analysis are estimated to be about $14,909,000, 
while the annual value of the power and energy produced are estimated 
to be $25,259,000, indicating a favorable ratio of benefits to cost. 

Since preparing my previous statement Ice Harbor Dam, which 
is located on the Lower Snake River, has been placed under construc- 
tion. To reflect this change there are a number of modifications that 
should be made in my previous testimony. On page 449 of the hear- 
ings in table 2 opposite Ice Harbor the status should be marked 
“C” instead of “A”; “A” representing authorized and “C’ representing 
under construction. On the same page the third line from the bottom 
with existing operating and under constrction downstream develop- 
ments the power head should be “321” instead of “223” feet. Then 
on page 450 of the hearings the first line in table 3 there are 2 places 
where the figure representing increases downstream should be changed 
from “129” to “186.” 

That is to represent the additional head which is under construc- 
tion at Ice ichor Then on the same page the figure of 810 should 
be changed at 867 on the same line of the same table similarly the 
figure 839 should be changed to 896. Then the footnote 1 at the bottom 
of table 3, page 450 would be increased from 223 to 321 feet. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, that with this brief summary and the indi- 
cated changes that that summarizes my previous testimony. 
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Senator Anperson. Did you estimate the cost of power from the 
Hells Canyon Dam at the levels of storage that you have discussed? I 
do not believe we have ever had a figure in the record on that. 

Mr. Rrrer. Under the first method of analysis the increased prime 
ate would cost 2.19 mills per kilowatt-hour at the generation, but 

y the time we added the cost of transmitting, it would be about 3.79 
mills per kilowatt-hour. 

Senator Anperson. In your testimony previously you said it, 
meaning the additional upstream irrigation, would cause physical 
depletion of the river, but the dam and reservoir would be operated 
recognizing the depleted flows so the dam could be filled. Do you 
still stand by that? 

Mr. Rirer. Yes, sir. We would plan to operate with the water that 
is left in the river. 

Senator Anperson. And is there a possibility that the installed 
eapacity might reach as much as 1,500,000 kilowatts instead of the 
900,000 kilowatts ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. Now, Senator, I have not made an additional investiga- 
tion on that. I believe that that should be one of the studies required 
of the Secretary of the Interior if this project is authorized. 

While I reserve the right until tomorrow to make a comparison with 
Pleasant Valley, I might say that in the Pleasant Valley report that 
I borrowed from you I note that the installation there was 1,250,000 
kilowatts instead of 900,000 kilowatts. 

That, would indicate that, if the Congress is to authorize the high 
Hells Canyon Dam, probably the installation should be reviewed. 
We have not candaated: recent studies on that. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you very much. 

Are there questions, Senator Allott or Senator Dworshak? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Riter. Does that agree with your time 
schedule? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. I will be happy to do that, Senator. (See 

. 151.) 
: Senator Anperson. Thank you. 
Mr. Puls and Mr. Hoisington, do you have statements ? 
State your name for the record. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS G. PULS, ASSISTANT CHIEF DESIGN 
ENGINEER, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DENVER, COLO. 





ae 


Mr. Puts. Mr. Chairman, my name is Louis G. Puls. I am the 
assistant chief design engineer at the Bureau of Reclamation from : 
the Assistant Commissioner and the Chief Engineer’s office in Denver, 

Colo. 
. In May 1955 I appeared and submitted testimony here at these sub- ( 
committee hearings and gave a description of the structures of the ] 
Hells Canyon Dam. That testimony is contained in hearings from t 
page 405 to 411. Since that time there have been no additional investi- 

gations for the structures and no further studies were made. . 

Consequently, the plan at that time holds today as far as our studies 
go. Therefore, I have nothing to add or detract from the description ' 
of the structures as shown in the hearings report. : t 

7 your permission, however, I will give just a brief summary 
of it. 
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Senator AnpEerson. We will be very happy to have it, Mr. Puls. 

Mr. Puts. The statement is composed to furnish pertinent data in 
the preface for convenient reference, such as general hydrology, reser- 
voir, dams, spillway, river outlets, and powerplant. Then follows 
comments on design considerations and a description of the facilities. 

The Hells Canyon of the Snake River offers an excellent site for a 
high concrete dam. Attached to my statement are several drawings. 
One gives the general outline of the structures. Following that are 
topographic maps showing the layout of our subsurface foundation 
drill holes, and also three drawings of cross sections which show the 
profile across the canyon, the rock surface, the water surface, the gravel 
depth in the channel, and a full log of the characters of the rock 
encountered in these foundation holes. 

This canyon has been eroded in a thick series of layers of lava flows 
which are predominantly basalt. These lavas have been altered by 
heat and great pressure into a very hard and dense rock which affords 
a competent foundation for the proposed structure. _ 

The proposed dam will be similar in many respects to the Hoover 
Dam on the Colorado. Hells Canyon Dam will be about 722 feet high 
above the low point of the foundation. This is within 4 feet of the 
height of Hoover Dam. 

Hells Canyon Dam will have a hydraulic height of about 602 feet 
from the maximum water surface in the reservoir to the water surface 
in the tailrace below the dam. In this respect Hells Canyon Dam 
exceeds Hoover Dam by about 28 feet. 

Other dimensions of Hells Canyon Dam are: Length at crest, 1,733 
feet ; thickness of top, 45 feet ; thickness of base, 426 feet. ‘The volume 
of concrete in the dam will be about 5,100,000 cubic yards, and about 
4 million barrels of cement will be required in its construction. 

The construction methods and techniques which were developed 
originally in connection with the design and construction of Hoover 
Dam and subsequently used and improved upon at Grand Coulee, 
Shasta, and Hungry Tees Dams and other large dams, will be applied 
on the Hells Canyon Dam. 

During construction of the dam, the river will be diverted around 
the dam site through two 50-foot diameter diversion tunnels, one on 
each side of the river. The diversion works will have a capacity of 
100,000 cubic feet per second. Floods of that magnitude may be 
expected to occur with a frequency of about 1 in 25 years, 

wo spillways, one at each end of the dam, have a combined capacity 
of 300,000 cubie feet per second, and will protect the dam and the 
powerplant from floods. 

The powerplant will be located at the downstream toe of the dam 
and will be designed for 9 generating units of 100,000 kilowatts 
oe each, making the total ultimate installed capacity 900,000 

i 


ilowatts. These generating units will be similar to those in opera- - 


tion at Hoover, Shasta, and Hungry Horse Dams. 
The construction program for this project is predicated noes our 
experience at Hoover and Hungry Horse Dams. It provides for com- 


pletion of the project in 634 years. Power from the first generating 
unit will be available in about 414 years after start of excavation of 
the diversion tunnels. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
89648—57——77 _ 
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Senator Anperson. Are you through, Mr. Puls? 

Are there questions, Senator Dworshak or Senator Allott ? 

How about this current flooding that took place on the Idaho Power 
project at Brownlee? 

Mr. Puts. At Brownlee? I have no information on that. 

Senator Anperson. There was reference made this morning to wash- 
ing out of a coffer dam at Brownlee in a recent flood. 

r. Puus. Yes, sir; I heard the announcement on that. I have no. 
particulars and specific information on it. 

Senator Anprerson. The Idaho Power Co. has a diversion tunnel 
of about 25,000 feet per second capacity as it was designed. On 
February 25 it was actually carrying 38,000 feet per second before 
the flood required the breaching of the cofferdam in order to minimize 
damage to a road in the construction area. 

_ You had a little different view as to what was necessary for the 
diversion tunnel when you testified before. 

Mr. Puts. This is the first I heard of any specific information on 
that. However, in the Federal Power Commission hearings I did 
give testimony in regard to Brownlee Dam. In our proposal for 
Brownlee Dam we had set the diversion capacity at 100,000 cubic 
feet per second. 

Senator Anperson. I was just going to read your own language. 
You said: 

For the diversion * * * at Brownlee Dam, we assumed it was necessary to 
provide diversion capacity of 100,000 cubic feet per second and here again it was 
necessary to anticipate what a contractor would do (p. 10493). 

Here at Brownlee, I assumed that it would be best to divert this river by 
tunnels in lieu of trying to carry the river in the channel within its banks and 
over the structure * * * I concluded that on this dam particularly due to the 
narrowness of the channel, and the amount of work.involved within the channel, 
that the best scheme of diversion would be by tunnel. Drive 2 tunnels about 
45 feet in diameter, 2,000 feet long * * * on the left side of the river, and 
construct a cofferdam to divert the river into those tunnels and the river would 
stay in those tunnels until the dam would be completed. 

Mr. Puts. I see no reason to change my views on that. 

Senator Anperson. If you had read the record on the flood you 
would see some reason to be comforted by the views you expressed 
at that time. 

Mr. Hoisington. 


STATEMENT OF C. I. HOISINGTON, CHIEF OF ESTIMATES AND 
ANALYSIS BRANCH, CONSTRUCTION DIVISION, BUREAU OF 
RECLAMATION, DENVER, COLO. 


Mr. Hotstneron. Mr. Chairman, my name is C. I. Hoisington. I 
am Chief of the Estimates and Analysis Branch, Construction Divi- 
sion, Bureau of Reclamation, Denver, Colo. 

In this capacity I am responsible for the preparation, review, and 
approval of construction-cost estimates for the various features of 
Bureau projects such as dams, powerplants, pumping plants, trans- 
mission systems, canals, conduits and all other classes of property, in- 
cluding costs of materials, equipment, and installation labor. I am 
also responsible for preparing, issuing, and maintaining cost indexes 
for construction work and for reviewing of project planning reports 
with emphasis on costs and engineering economy and checking them 
against omission of features and essential work. 
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In agreement with the above duties and responsibilities, the esti- 
mates for construction of Hells-Canyon Dam, powerplant and ap- 

urtenant features, except for land and land rights, roads, trails, and 
ile were prepared under my direction. The estimates for land 
and land rights, roads, trails, and bridges were prepared under the 
direction of the regional director. 

The tabulation of costs and the details of my testimony given during 
the hearings of this committee in April and May of 1955 are shown on 
pages 427 and 478 of hearings on S. 1333. 

In the tabulation of costs submitted with my testimony Hells Can- 
yon was shown to cost $356,810,000 on prices as of January 1952. 
These costs were indexed to April 1955 prices which indicated a cost of 
$353,740,000. 

During these hearings a revised cost estimate of $308,472,000 was 
given which was based upon the experience gained by the Bureau in 
constructing Hungry Horse. This estimate was based upon April 
1955 prices. Since that time there has been an increase in costs such 
that the composite index for the Hells Canyon Dam and appurtenant 
features would be about 110 percent of the April 1955 estimate. 

Senator Anperson. Now Mr. Hoisington, when you estimated and 
brought it down to $308 million you put the turbines and generators 
down to $33.9 million; structures and improvements $24.3 million; 
transmission equipment down to $10.340 million; and eliminated the 
contingency reserve and put investigations, engineering and general 
expense at $40,979,000. 

What has been the experience of the Department in its recent con- 
struction on the Columbia River both at—well, let us take both the 
Bureau and Army Corps of Engineers at The Dalles, Chief Joseph, 
Palisades, Hungry Horse. How did the actual cost run against the 
estimates? Are they not below them ? 

Mr. Horsrneron. The actual costs so far as the Bureau of Recla- 
mation’s construction work is concerned I think has been running 
below the estimated cost. I have no real knowledge of the work per- 
formed by the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator ANpERson. We will have a chance to get that later on. So 
you think even though this is 2 years later and there has been some 
acceleration of costs in other fields, that the $353,740,000 figure which 
was used in the 1955 hearings might still be a safe figure? 

Mr. Ho1stneron. I think that is a very adequate figure. In fact, 
very conservative. 

enator Anperson. Are there questions? 

wg you very much, Mr. Hoisington. I appreciate your keeping 
it brief. . 

Mr. Horstneton. Thank you. 

Senator Anprerson, Mr. Crandall. 

We are glad to welcome you back again. 

Always glad to see a newcomer to the West. 


STATEMENT OF LYNN CRANDALL, DISTRICT ENGINEER, GEOLOGI- 
CAL SURVEY, IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO 


Mr. Cranpau. I am not exactly a newcomer to the West. I went 
there in 1910. 
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Senator Anperson. I knew it was something of that nature. You 
have been watermaster how long? 

Mr. Cranpatt. I have been watermaster on the Snake River since 
1930. I was reelected 2 days ago for my 28th term of office. 

Senator Anpexson. You and Sam Rayburn are about tied, then. 

You are a district engineer for the Geological Survey out there? 

Mr. Cranpatu. Yes. 

I want it understood that whatever comments I might make here 
today and my personal opinions and are not to be understood as neces- 
sarily representing the views of either the Snake River water users or 
the Geological Survey or the Department of the Interior. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Crandall. You go right ahead. 

Mr. Cranpa... I first would like to call to your attention a couple 
of errors in the printed copy of the report of the testimony of 2 years 
ago which might be misconstrued. The first one of these is on page 
508 in the last paragraph where I am testifying. I say: 

You maintain the carryover, that is what Mr. Riter did. He did not have 
enough water to draw the 3.8 million acre-feet during the early years. He found 
he could draw out 3.2 million. 

That was a transposition of figures that occurred, a typographical 
error. That should be 2.3 million acre-feet, which would agree with 
some of my other testimony. 

Senator Anperson. We are sorry we can’t correct it back there but 
we will note for the record the proper figure in your testimony is 2.3 
million, which was Mr.. Riter’s can, 

Mr. Cranpauu. Then on page 507 of the printed testimony of 2 years 
ago there is a tabulation headed “Estimated Water Available for 
Storage April 15 to August 15, Snake River at Oxbow.” 

Above that in parentheses is the statement: “The following was 
subsequently received for the record.” 

Now that statement purports to show the amount of water that could 
be stored at Oxbow each year but I had nothing to do with its prepara- 
tion and I did not submit it to anybody in this committee for inclusion 
- part of my remarks. Whatever was the source, I am not responsible 

or it. 

Senator Anverson. I am very sorry, Mr. Crandall. I do not think 
T knew it was being inserted in there. 

Mr. Cranpati. It no doubt got in by mistake. 

_' Senator Anperson. No. It undoubtedly got in by. design but I 
don’t know where it came from. 

Mr. Cranpal. .This tabulation is based on allowing 5,000 second- 
feet to flow out of the river during the flood period up to the year 
1977. Mr. Riter’s calculations were based on allowing a flow of 2,000 
second-feet merely to keep the power units turning over so that in 
case of an emergency demand they could come on the line. Five 
thousand second-feet was the figure which was suggested by the Army 
engineers for navigation purposes but with the development of the 

ower head between the Hells Canyon Dam site and the mouth of 

almon River that area will all be taken up by the Pleasant Valley 
and Mountain Sheep dams and the Salmon River furnishes enough 
water for any. navigation below that point. 

The difference between the 2 figures of 3,000 second-feet represents 
6,000 acre-feet a day or 180,000 acre-feet a month and over a period of 
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from 3 to 4 months would represent an additional amount of about 
600,000 acre-feet which could be stored over and above these figures 
which are shown here, 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Mr. CranpaLu. Would you like me to briefly review my testimony ? 

Senator Anprerson. You go ahead and make any statement you 
desire. 

Mr. Cranpa.. In my previous testimony I indicated that the aver- 
age annual historic runoff at Hells Canyon was about 12,500,000 acre- 
feet annually. I estimated that by the midpoint of the 50-year pay 
out period this would be reduced by about 13 percent due to the 
development of new irrigated lands upstream. And that by the end 
of the 50th year payout period the flow would be reduced by about 
21 percent. 

he Hells Canyon Dam is about 600 feet high. Now that struc- 
ture would be the same whether there was no storage at all drawn 
from the reservoir or if you drew 1 million acre-feet or 2 million or 
3 million or any other number of acre-feet annually. That is just a 
matter of judgment on the part of the operating official, how much 
storage he should draw out of there each year. It depends on his 
water supply and the power demand and the comparison between the 
loss of head which occurs at the power site itself due to lowering this 
water level in comparison with how much increased power can be pro- 
duced at the downstream sites. 

Mr. Riter, in order to make a statistical analysis of the matter, as- 
sumed that occasionally in times of great emergency there would be 
a draft of as great as 3.8 million acre-feet, but in order to have that 
much, the full amount of water in the reservoir at. the beginning of 
these dry critical years, it was necessai'y to limit the annual drafts 
under ordinary conditions to 2.3 million acre-feet which I think, as 
an operating matter, would ordinarily be the practical amount of 
water you would attempt to draw out of the reservoir. 

Occasionally, perhaps when there was a year of extremely heavy 
snowfall, you might draw out the full 3.8 million acre-feet as a matter 
of flood control to afford greater protection downstream. I remem- 
ber reading somewhere in one of Mr. Riter’s reports that the full 
amount of the storage at Hells Canyon for flood control would have 
reduced high floodwater flows at Portland by a little less than a foot 
in such years. That is not a large amount but in some cases that 
might be the last foot that put the water over the dike. 

30 that is not to be disregarded from the flood control aspects. — 
However, it would have to be quite a power emergency to justify 
the release of the full 3.8 million acre-feet for power purposes. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Crandall, in your. testimony of 2 years ago 
you covered a great deal of the ground that we were very much in- 
terested in. You have an opportunity to review the testimony and 
have given us some corrections. Are there any conclusions or opin- 
ions that you expressed at that time that you feel you should modify 
with the passing of the last 2 years? 

Mr. Cranpatu. No, I made no further study but I have thought 
about the matter and other than correcting these two mistakes in 
the printed remarks I still stand by my previous testimony. I hardly 
think it is necessary to repeat it. 
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Senator Anperson. It was very interesting testimony based on good 
ap experience. Do you have any questions, Senator Dworshak? 
enator Dworsnak. I should be acquainted with the extent of your 
district’s operations, Mr. Crandall. Can you point on the map to 
the territory that you supervise ? ; 
Mr. Cranpatu. Our water starts up here in Jackson Lake. I have 
no control over the distribution of the water that the people in this 
area in Wyoming make from the stream. That is in the State of 
Wyoming. There isa small amount of mostly wild hay meadows that 
are irrigated along those streams. The water we liave stored in 
Jackson Lake is 847,000 acre-feet and that is needed and is released and 
comes down to Idaho and at about the State line it runs into the 
Palisades Reservoir. That is now storing water for controlled stor- 
age for the first time. 
There are a little less than 600,000 acre-feet accumulated in that 
reservoir at the present time. 
Senator Anperson. Where is your jurisdiction ? 
' Mr. Cranpautu. My jurisdiction starts at the State line where it 
comes in Idaho and’ Henry’s Fork and all this general area along 
here which represents irrigated land extending on down here to the 
mouth of the Wood Rivers, there is a million and a quarter acres of 
land irrigated there, half of the irrigated land of Idaho, which is 
served by about 100 large canals. 

Senator Anperson. So it would be safe to way you had jurisdiction 
from the Idaho State line down to about Milner ? 

Mr. Cranpatu. Water goes past there and there is a large ground- 
water inflow in the river below Milner so there is no problem of regula- 
tion below that point. 

Senator DworsHak. Have you had any friction or controversy with 
the people of Wyoming over the distribution or flow of water from 
that State into Idaho? 

Mr. Cranpaty. Well, we entered into a compact with Wyoming 
when we sought to get authorization for the Palisades project. The 
people of Wyoming told us that we would have to enter into a compact 
with them or they would oppose that authorization. So we negotiated 
a compact with Wyoming for the division of the waters between the 
two States. 

Senator DworsHak. When did that become effective ? 

Mr. Cranpatu. It has been 6 or 8 years ago. I have forgotten the 
exact date. 

Senator DworsnHaK. Would you apply the same principle in the dis- 
tribution of water rising in the State of Idaho which flows down into 
Hells Canyon and then down into the Columbia River, the borderline 
between Washington and Oregon ? 

Mr. Cranvatt. I think a compact is a desirable means of apportion- 
ing the waters of the rivers although the experience on the Colorado 
River would indicate from subsequent use and developments and 
streamflow since the Colorado compact was entered into, if the people 
had known about it they would not have signed it. 

Senator DworsHak. But you still think that there is some justifica- 
tion probably for the insistence on the part of the 100 or more water 


districts in Idaho that an interstate compact in the Columbia Basin 


be negotiated ? 
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Mr. Cranpatt. Well, that depends on the terms of the compact. 
One trouble with a compact is that nobody is gifted with enough fore- 
sight to see enough years in the future to anticipate all the things that 
might occur. That Colorado River compact was based on a distribu- 
tion of flow by the upper users of so much water per year past Lees 
Ferry. That was based on the records of streamflow at that time and 
since then they have been much lower and puts a burden on them that 
they did not anticipate at the time they signed it. 

As long as each section of the river like the Columbia River, the 
upper portions of the river and lower portions of river in each State, 
are going along and each one is getting a fair contribution in the new 
projects and progressing along on a somewhat similar basis, perhaps a 
compact 1s not necessary. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Your testimony: has indicated that you foresee 
no particular difficulties or problems arising from the distribution of 
water flowing down the Snake River. On that basis you would be 


’ willing to negotiate and accept an interstate compact in the Columbia 


Basin for the equitable distribution of water, would you not? 

Mr. Cranpatu. I would if that compact provided that the State of 
Idaho could develop projects and storage reservoirs to store all the 
water in the river above Milner. 

Senator DworsHak. Well, I assume that you being an authority, and 
I accept your testimony on that basis, so far as the flow of Snake 
River is concerned, I am sure that you would, in pointing out the 
advisability and the safeguards of developing upper watershed use, 
have adequate storage dams of Snake River water, then you can cer- 
tainly see no reason why we would not favor a compact with Oregon 
and Washington which would safeguard in the future, if not perpetual- 
ly, that right for Idaho irrigators. 

Mr. Cranna.u. Yes. 

Senator DworsHak. You would? 

Mr. CRANDALL. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Crandall, you have opened up a very in- 
teresting field there. By your long experience you have found that 
these compacts that are entered into in good faith sometimes have 
some difficulties. I went up to Santa Fe a little bit while the Colorado 
River compact was being entered into. I did not talk to one soul in 
1922, as a newspaper reporter, who did not know that the Colorado 
River would always have more than 16 million acre-feet at Lees Ferry, 
but it does not have it. The streamflow was so enormous that we were 
not dealing with anything near the capacity of the river and we pro- 
vided that some years later we would meet again and divide up all the 
excess that might remain in the river. Here we are now with Arizona 
and California engaged in lawsuits, the upper basin squabbling with 
the lower basin and Nevada coming in and wanting a little water and 
we all knowing that the streamflow is way below what we divided up. 
It is an important lesson to learn that these things don’t work out 
quite the same way after 35 years. . 

Also, I noticed the other day that the Supreme Court dismissed a 
suit of Texas against New Mexico over the waters of the Rio Grande. 
We are in a constant controversy with them over a compact in which 
we agreed to deliver so much water into Elephant Butte Dam Reser- 
voir and of course the water is not in the river. If we delivered it all 
we could not deliver what we agreed to.. 
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While we were winning this suit from the State of Texas the Gover- 
nor of Colorado announced that Colorado was the real State that had 
been gypped in the Rio Grande compact because it was the roof State 
and it had to deliver regardless. 

Senator Dworsnax. Mr. Chairman, if you would yield at that point, 
I believe, on the basis of what you have just mentioned, that Colorado 
has possibly been gypped. As a representative of the State of Idaho 
in the Senate, it is my responsibility, I think, to be sure that in any 
river development in the Columbia River Basin that the water users 
in the State of Idaho are not gypped by insistent demands from down- 
stream States for the diversion of water for their specific benefit. 

Mr. Cranpatt. It is a very poor thing to put in the compact for 
an upper State to deliver an agreed amount of water to a lower State. 
That should never be done. 

Senator DworsHaxk. You do not.disagree with me, Mr. Crandall? 

Mr. Cranvatu. Oh, no. : 

Senator DworsHax. That in view of the fact that this water in the 
Snake River originates largely in our State after it enters from Wyo- 
ming, that in safeguarding these future rights for irrigation develop- 
ment, that there may be a logical and justifiable reason for insisting 
upon the negotiations and the signing of a compact with the States in 
the lower basin ? 

Mr. Cranpvauu. Well, I would not necessarily go that far. I would 
say as long as you are getting projects authorized by Congress, estab- 
lishing rights to the use of this water such as Palisades, and Burns 
Creek and various other places as we go along, and you are getting a 
comparable development on the river with such projects as are author- 
ized downstream, you might be doing just as well as you would under 
a compact by perhaps agreeing to something that turned out later you 
should not have agreed to. ; 

Senator Dworsuak. But if the compact guarantees the right of 
Idaho to divert this water, then certainly that is my responsibility 
so long as I am a Member of the Senate and that, I may point out, 
Mr. Chairman, is one reason why I have insisted upon the display of 
good faith by the States of Oregon and Washington in going along 
with a compact at this particular time. 

Certainly I have no crystal ball and cannot look into the future, 
but at the present time, sensing the need for full comprehensive use 
of water resources in the upper watershed, certainly I think we should 
have some guarantees in a compact which the States of Oregon and 
Washington should be willing to negotiate and sign. 

Senator Anperson. I do not wish-to get in an argument. I just 
want to point out that Washington and Oregon have had an oppor- 
tunity to try to agree on that for a generation. 

My guess will be that it will take 5 or 6 more generations before 
they will get to it. 

We have all been burned in compacts at times and it will be almost 
impossible to get one through any legislature in any State. 

nator DworsHak. The Idaho Legislature 2 years ago was willing 
to readily approve the proposed compact. - 

Senator ANperson. Yes, I so understood. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Crandall. We are glad to have you come 
back, We appreciate your views. 
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Mr. Crannaun. Thank you. 
May I be excused from further attendance? 
_Senator Anperson. Unless Senator Dworshak has some objection, 
you may be excused. 
Mr. Adamson. 


STATEMENT OF JOEL F. ADAMSON, ASSISTANT TO THE DIRECTOR 
OF ADMINISTRATIVE MANAGEMENT, BONNEVILLE POWER 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Apamson. My name is Joel F. Adamson. I am employed by 
the Bonneville Power Administration as assistant to the Director of 
Administrative Management. 

I am here to summarize the testimony presented by Mr. Earl D. 
Ostrander at the hearings on S. 1333. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that this is the result of a request by 
the staff of your subcommittee, and I believe Mr. Ostrander would 
have been here, himself, for this hearing but he has not been feeling 
well, in fact is now taking treatments twice a week for his foot. So 
he asked me to appear for him. 

Senator Anperson. What we are trying to make sure, Mr. Adamson, 
is that we touch base with all these agencies, so that if there is a sig- 
nificant change from the testimony they presented previously, they 
have an opportunity to: indicate that. If there is not a significant 
change, they can give us a brief rundown. 

Mr. Apamson. We have not made any new studies since the hear- 
ings on S. 1333 so I will briefly summarize the testimony which Mr. 
Ostrander gave at those hearings. His testimony appears at pages 
455 to 498, inclusive, of the printed hearings. 

He presented the financial results of adding the high Hells Canyon 
project to the Federal Columbia River power system under three 
systems of plants. 

In case A, Hells Canyon was added to the 12 projects then existing 
or under construction for which Bonneville Power Administration 
was the marketing agent. The increase in the total annual costs as a 
result of adding Hells Canyon was $23,671,000. This total consisted 
of, (1) $15,641,000 for generating cost including Hells Canyon’s own 
cost and the cost of adding the required units at other projects in the 
system, and (2) $8,030,000 for additional transmission facilities. 
When Hells Canyon was added to the area, it increased the sys- 
tem prime power capability by 895,000 kilowatts, which is equivalent 
to 1,165,000 kilowatts of what we call salable firm power. Thus the 
incremental firm power added by Hells Canyon was $20.32 per kilo- 
watt-year. The estimated firm power and annual cost for the system 
before Hells Canyon was added were 4,980,000 kilowatts and 
$83,715,000. 

This results in a firm power cost of $16.81 per kilowatt-year. The 
system total pay-out requirements after Hells Canyon was added 
amounted to $17.48 per kilowatt-year. 

In case B, Hells Canyon was added to the so-called phase C-2 sys- 
tem with the Libby project having 4,250,000 acre-feet of usable stor- 
age. The incremental increase in system capability as a result of add- 
ing Hells Canyon was 1,122,000 kilowatts of prime power, which cor- 
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responds to 1,461,000 kilowatts of salable firm power. The incre- 
mental annual costs were $16,925,000 for generation, and $9,270,000 
for transmission, for a total of $26,195,000. 

The annual costs per kilowatt of salable firm power were thus 
$17.93. In this case, the system costs for salable firm power before 
Hells Canyon was added were $20.23 per kilowatt-year, and after 
Hells Canyon was added they were $19.90 per kilowatt year. 

For case C, Hells Canyon was added to the same phase C-2 system 
as for case B, except that the Libby project included 6,483,000 acre- 
feet of usable storage. In this case, Hells Canyon added 961,000 kilo- 
watts of prime power, which is equivalent to 1,251,000 kilowatts of 
salable firm power. The incremental increase in annual cost was 
$25,934,000, of which $16,884,000 was for generation, and $9,100,000 
was for transmission. 

The salable firm power added by Hells Canyon cost $20.77 per 
kilowatt-year. For the system without Hells Canyon, the salable firm 
power was $19.37 per kilowatt-year, and after Hells Canyon was 
added it was $19.54 per kilowatt-year. 

Mr. Ostrander’s testimony also presented a supplemental statement 
which was based upon the Bureau of Reclamation’s latest cost esti- 
mate at that time of $308,472,000. However, as testified earlier by Mr. 
Hoisington, he has gone back to his $353,740,000 estimate, stating that 
it would currently be a very adequate figure. 

The summary data I have presented here are based upon a cost 
estimate of $356,810,000. We have not made any study since the 
hearings on S. 1333 but the difference between the $356,910,000 and 
$353,740,000 estimate would be almost insignificant in the final effect 
upon system rates. 

Mr. Ostrander’s testimony indicated that for all three cases the 
Hells Canyon project would be financially sound when added to the 
Columbia River power system, and its addition to the system would 
not adversely affect the power rate levels. 

That completes my summary, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Dworsuax. You have not referred in any way to trans- 
mission lines in computing these costs, have you? 
pag Apamson. Yes; I included transmission costs, Senator Dwor- 

ak. 

Senator Dworsuax. To implement this integration into the Bonne- 
ville system ? 

Mr. Apamson. Yes sir. The analyses include the total costs of all 
transmission facilities required to market the additional power. 


In case A, for example, where Hells Canyon was added to the then ° 


existing and under construction projects, we had included annual costs 
of $8,030,000 for transmission. 

Senator Dworsaax. What is the total cost of the transmission in- 
vestment ? 

Mr. Apamson. For case A, it is $129,500,000. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is therea B on that? 

Mr. Apamson. Yes, sir; for case B it is $146 million and for case C 
it is $143,700,000. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. Will you briefly state the difference between 
these three ? 
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Mr. Apamson. The difference is in facilities required for marketing 
the different amounts of power. 

Senator ANDERSON. What is the feasibility of this Hells Canyon 
Dam compared with certain other dams like the McNary Dam and 
the Ice Harbor Dam ? 

Mr. Apamson. I believe, under the same assumptions, with those 
dams last added to the Columbia River power system, that the an- 
nual cost per salable firm kilowatt would be lower for Hells Canyon 
than for the two you mentioned. 

Senator Anperson. So that it would have good feasibility. 

Mr. Apamson. Yes, sir; Mr. Ostrander concluded that it was finan- 
cially sound for all three of the cases he analyzed and it would have 
no adverse effect upon the system rates. 

Senator Anperson. At the present time, the Idaho Power Co. is 
pouring concrete pretty fast in that part of the country. If the high 
Hells Canyon had been authorized, an effort would surely be made, 
and I think with some propriety, to sort of buy out what their ex- 
penditures have been. 

Can you give us some estimate as to the relative value of doing that? 
It is going to cost several million dollars. Would we be able to get 
this several million dollars back from any source, power profits or 
otherwise ? 

Mr. Apamson. I would assume that if we were to reimburse Idaho 
Power Co. for costs they had incurred, that amount would be an 
additional cost added to Hells Canyon. Whether that would have to 
be in addition to the $353 million that Mr. Hoisington has presented, 
Iam notsure. — 

Senator AnpErson. Supposing you added another $15 million to 
the $350 million, would it still be a feasible project ? 

Mr. Apamson. I believe it would, sir. 

If we would say that we had $15 million that it would cost to re- 
imburse Idaho Power Co., that $15 million would have to be repaid 
with interest over the life of the Hells Canyon project, say 50 years. 
The interest and amortization factor for 50 years is 3.53 percent, and 
3.53 percent of $15 million is about $530,000. 

Now, $530,000 associated with the salable firm power, say in case A 
which was .the lowest case of the 3, of 1,165,000 kilowatts would be 
something less than 50 cents a kilowatt-year. That is just per kilo- 
watt-year for what is added by the Helis Canyon project. It would 
not mean that the system rates would have to be increased that much 
because, insofar as the system is concerned, it would apply to salable 
firm of 6,145,000 kilowatts, which would be less than 10 cents per 
kilowatt-year. ; 

Senator Anperson. I ask that because the question will naturally 
arise in Congress, here is somebody who is rushing ahead with a 
construction job and they have several million dollars invested in it. 
$15 million would be about the power revenues for 1 year, would they 
not? 

Mr. Apamson. Well, I am not sure which power revenues you refer 
to, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. Well, from the High Hells Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Apamson. We were estimating, under case A, that the total 
annual cost would be $23,671,000. The system rate would include 
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enough to repay to Hells Canyon the generation portion of that 
amount which was $15,641,000 per year. 

Senator Anperson. What about in 1956 after our hearings, where 
there were record runoffs and almost disastrous floods in the area? 

Mr. Apamson. I am not familiar with that, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Did you not have some very large runoff in the 
Snake River and that area in 1956? 

Mr. Apamson. I believe there was, but I am not familiar with the 
volume of water there at that time. 

Senator Anperson. What about the possibilities of some new indus- 
trial loads in that Bonneville area that you can foresee now without 
new construction ? 

Mr. Apamson. I would say there is no power available for new 
industrial loads. 

Senator DworsnaKx. When do you anticipate that there will be a 
power shortage, considering the pool into which is diverted both pri- 
vately generated and federally generated power? 

Mr. Apamson. We show for the whole area, including the east group 
of the power pool, that we will run into a shortage in 1964 or 1965. 

Senator Dworsnax. When you say east group, what does that 
include ? 

Mr. Apamson. That includes Montana Power Co., Idaho Power Co., 
and Utah Power & Light. 

Senator Dworsuik. Does that anticipate a shortage, taking into 


consideration either the low head development or the potential High 


Hells Canyon Dam development? _ 

Mr. Apamson. Yes, sir; it takes into consideration the three Idaho 
Power Co. plants of Brownlee, Ox Bow and Hells Canyon. 

Senator Dworsnak. But not any power from a high dam at Hells 
Canyon ? 

Mr. Apamson. No, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. I understood we might face a shortage by 1960 
or 1961 in the Columbia River Basin. You say 1964? 

Mr. Apamson. It is 1964-65 but that is assuming that these three 
Idaho Power Co. plants are built. 

Senator Dworsnax. Does it also allow for other plants which are 
currently being constructed or will likely be constructed by private 
utilities like the Noxon Rapids and other developments’? . 

Mr. Apamson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuax. Do you know how many other developments 
are projected between now and that period, both private and Federal, 
which are included in this computation ? 

Mr. Apamson. I do not have that information, but I will be glad 
to have it placed in the record. 

Senator Anperson. If you can furnish that in the record before 
you leave here. 

Senator DworsHax. You understood my question ? 

Mr. Apamson. Yes, sir; you wanted to know which plants other 
than Federal 

Senator Dworsuak. No, both Federal and private plants which are 
included in the computations upon which you based your estimate that 
by 1964 we will face a power shortage in the Columbia River Basin. 

Mr. Apamson. Yes, sir. 
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(The information requested follows :) 


Total installed generating capacity in the Northwest power pool area on June 
30, 1956, was 8,102,870 kilowatts of nameplate rating. This excludes noncom- 
mercial installations, British Columbia Electric Co., and California Oregon 
Power Co. ; but it includes all of Montana Power Co. and Utah Power and Light 
Co. The additions assumed after June 30, 1956 are: 


Installed capacity 


Federal projects: (ae 
Tee on ee ee a ees eee ee 140, 000 
bie? Toate ei os a UE Je ee 768, 000 
Chandler (Kennewick division of Yakima) ...-....-___._____ 12, 000 
Ca hin ch dipmeinelit alanine incisal ts 0 sac nist taste ai ta inind  eala cod Bri am 1, 119, 000 
Roza (Roza division of Yakima project) _._.__________-_-_-____-_-____ 11, 250 
Nee nee ieee cencemvenl nee ape eee ee 25, 000 
eee PONS i a ie es es 30, 000 
Bn ie is i i ec isd wiih asin eb eige Re eee 270,000 
FRB vitincecnnin seats pilates tthe tia dia itch 114, 000 

Non-Federal projects : 

Rocky Reach, Chelan County Public. Utility District___..__.__.___- 644, 000 
Priest Rapids, Grant County Publie Utility District__.___.__._._-- 630, 800 
Wanapum, Grant County Public Utility District__._..._._...._---- 600, 000 
Bi PIO CEG TD in ccctitintern dd oappctndialicnineptieiiiadiaa dese 90, 000 
SI, CELE OT, | RIN nk ol sein ecient Se meenaal 160, 000 
NC., TRUE GME “ONES is ans arenes onions prea nee 300, 000 
Brewiiee, Idaho’ Powe? 'Oo. 2) a a eee 360, 400 
Gabi, Ties: Powe! Obs wae es Ue ee 190, 000 
Fistie Canyon, Idaho : Pawar : OO bib iid iscnkkessddcced nce 341, 000 
Pelton, Portiangd General Mlectric 00... .u.4 cence wrmeneeaie 108, 000 
Snoqualmie Falls, Puget Sound Power & Light Co______-_------~- 20,.000 
Upper Baker, Puget Sound Power & Light Co____--------------- 85, 000 
Lower Baker, Puget Sound Power & Light Co___-_.-_-_--------~ 55, 000 
Carbon steam plant, Utah Power & Light Co______-_.----------- 100, 000 
Noxon Rapids, Washington Water Power Co____-.------------- 336, 000 


Senator Anperson. Mr. Fernald. ve oes 
Will you state your name for the record and your position in the 
Corps of Engineers. 


STATEMENT OF GORDON FERNALD, CHIEF, PLANNING BRANCH, 
ENGINEERING DIVISION, NORTH PACIFIC DIVISION, UNITED 
STATES CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Mr. Fernatp. My name is Gordon Fernald. I am Chief of the 
Planning Branch of the Engineering Division, North Pacific Division, 
Portland, Oregon. 

Senator Anperson. Of the United States Army Corps of Engineers ? 

Mr. Fernarp. Yes, sir. 

I appeared before this committee on May 3, 1955, to represent the 
Corps of Engineers and to present testimony in connection with the 
Eitheustions on S, 1833, a bill to authorize a Hells Canyon project. 
similar to the bill currently under consideration. My testimony at 
that time is contained in the record of those hearings, between pages 
521 and 530, 

I have been asked to present a brief summary of that testimony to 
this hearing and to add such pertinent additional information as may 
be appropriate. 

y testimony of May 1955 outlined briefly the main controb plan 
resented by the Corps of Engineers in House Document 531, 81st 
ongress, 2d session, with respect to flood control, and outlined the 
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status of the projects included in that plan, which provided flood- 
control storage. ‘This information is contained on pages 522 and 523 
of the hearing record. 

There have been some changes in the status of projects reported at 
that time, which totaled 7 million acre-feet of usable storage existing 
or under construction out of the 27 million acre-feet contemplated in 
House Document 531. . 

A comparable summary as of today would show a total of about 
12 million acre-feet of usable storage, with the increase as follows: 

(a) At Grand Coulee, use of 40 outlets is now permitted by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, increasing the usable storage from 1,240,000 
acre-feet to 1,500,000 acre-feet. With completion of work on the re- 
maining 20 outlets, which is contemplated in the near future by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the usable storage will be increased to a total 

of 4,200,000 acre-feet. 

Senator Anperson. What was that again? That is quite a jump, 

is it not? 

Mr. Frernaxp. That is the total. It started at 1,240,000. 

Senator Anperson. You will increase up to a millon five? 

Mr. Frrnavp. As of now. 

Senator Anperson. Then in 2 more years, you will increase to 4 
million ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Total of 4,200,000 feet of usable storage. That is 
with the further drawdown obtained and further release of early 
stored water by virtue of the increased drawdown capacity. 

The Palisades and Boise Valley projects then under construction 
are now completed and are available for full flood-control use. 

een project may now be considered fully available for flood 
control. 

A low Priest Rapids project is now under construction by the Grant 
County Public Utility District and will provide 170,000 acre-feet of 
usable flood control storage. : 

The Brownlee project is now under construction and will provide 
1 million acre-feet of flood control storage when completed. 

To the above we should also add, as reasonably assured for construc- 
tion in the relatively near future, the second step of the Grant County 
Public Utility District development at Priest Rapids, known as the 
Wanapum project, which will provide an additional 330,000 acre-feet 
of flood control storage, and the modified John Day project, which 
is now ready for construction and will provide 500,000 acre-feet of 
flood control storage. 

Senator Anperson. When you testified 2 years ago you said that on 
this John Day project there was a question as to whether there would 
be any flood control. 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes, sir. At that time the project that was author- 
ized, pursuant to recommendations in House Document 531, provided 
a surcharge storage for flood control purposes of 2 million acre-feet. 

That surcharge storage was found very objectionable to the people 
of the area in the States of Oregon and Washington, on the ground 
of denying use of the reservoir area at the normal pool elevation, be- 

u@ause the area around the reservoir was required to be left open for 
flood control use. 
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Since that time, a report has been completed modifying the project 
to provide 500,000 acre-feet of flood-control storage. That report is 
now before the Congress. 

We are prepared to construct the project on that basis. 

Senator ANpErsoN. It has not been approved ? 

Mr. Frernawp. No, sir. I am not sure whether formal authorization 
is required or not. 

This 12 million acre-feet of available storage represents about 45 
percent of the 27 million acre-feet originally contemplated. The 
projects included would store nearly 10 million acre-feet of the 1894 
flood, or nearly half of the 21 million acre-feet that would have been 
stored by the main control plan to control the 1894 flood to 800,000 
cubic feet per second at The Dalles. 

The report on the Middle Snake River referred to in the 1955 testi- 
mony has now been received by Congress, and it has been printed as 
Senate Document No. 51. It recommends construction of the Bruces 
Eddy and Penny Cliffs projects in the Clearwater Basin, which would 
provide 1,430,000 acre-feet and 2,300,000 acre-feet of flood control 
storage respectively. 

A comprehensive review of House Document 531 is now underway 
by the Corps of Engineers, with the assistance of the Bureau of rec- 
lamation and other interested Federal agencies. It is hoped that this 
report, presently scheduled for completion in October 1957, will pre- 
sent a reconstituted main control plan based on conditions as of today 
which will provide for a reasonable degree of flood control for the 
Columbia River Basin. 

I would like to add at that point, Mr. Chairman, an explanation of 
the point raised by Congressman Ullman. 

The Corps of Engineers is not omitting the Middle Snake River 
from its investigation. The Corps of Engineers has assumed, however, 
that because a license has been granted by the Federal Power Commis- 
sion to the Idaho Power Co. for the construction of three dams in that 
reach of the river, that administrative action establishes the approved 
development for that reach of the river. 

Consequently, it wou'd neither be warranted nor would Congress 
desire the expenditure of additional funds for further study of alter- 
nate plans for that particular reach. 

We are including, then, the Idaho Power Co. plan as the established 
plan. It will be analyzed and considered in the operation studies 
which we are now conducting. 

In the lower reach of the river, the Mountain Sheep and Pleasant 
Valley reach, the application for a license for those projects by the 
Pacific Northwest Power Co. has been referred for decision by the 
Federal Power Commission and until such time as the Federal Power 
Commission takes some action on the. license application under its 
responsibility for approving the proposed plan for the development 
of that reach of the river, we have assumed again that we should not 
enter further studies and make further expenditure of funds. 

Therefore, for the time being, we have accepted the plan of the 
applicant as the established plan for that reach of the river. 

We have under consideration at the present time the possibility 
of further studies in that reach of the river to consider alternative 
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projects in view of the fact that the Secretary of the Interior has indi- 
cated that the Bureau of Reclamation will make such studies. 

We feel that any plans for development of that reach which are 
presented by the Federal agencies should be coordinated. 

I would like also to make a brief statement in an effort to bring into 

roper perspective the flood control storage problem, Mr. Chairman. 

The study by the Corps of Engineers in House Document 531, which 
resulted in the main control plan providing for multiple purpose 
use for flood control, navigation, generation of hydroelectric power, 
was a coordinated plan of development. 

Since power generation provides the preponderant benefit, it was 
84 percent of the benefits from the main control plan, the economics of 
any comprehensive plan are influenced primarly by the best plan in so 
far as power is concerned. 

The lesser flood control benefit must not be considered as a control- 
ling factor in comprehensive planning for the Columbia River. 

In order to further evaluate the need for flood control storage in its 
proper perspective, it must be realized that adequate control of a flood 
involves catchment or storage of a significant amount or volume of 
water which makes up the flood hydrograph at the control point. 

In the case of the 1894 flood on the Columbia River; the main con- 
trol plan for control storage of such volume of water to reduce the 
crest to 800,000 cubic feet per second at the dams. 

Whether that criteria is to be retained or an alternate criteria is 
adopted, any project which can be depended upon to capture a portion 
of this critical volume of water is as good as any other project which 
will do the same thing. 

In other words, 1 acre-foot of effective storage is equal to 1 acre- 
foot of effective storage regardless of where it is located. 

Hence, there are a number of combinations of storage which will 
achieve the same goal. ; 

In each combination there are various alternative methods of oper- 
ation which can be-followed requiring different amounts of storage at 
various projects. | . 

The best method of operation must consider all factors, power, flood 
control, navigation, wildlife, and others and be determined for each 
system of reservoirs and each set of conditions assumed. 

In House Document 531, the main control plan included usable stor- 
age totaling 26,990,000 acre-feet of which 20,890,000 acre-feet was used 
to control the 1894 flood. 

Included in these totals was the Hells Canyon project with 3,280,000 
acre-feet of usable storage of which 2,600,000 acre-feet was used in the 
control of the 1894 flood in the operation of that main control plan 
system. . 

si accurate measure of the storable flow past the Hells Canyon 
site, after operation of the upstream storage assumed and irrigation 
diversion assumed, amounted to 2,620,000 acre-feet. 

Although the pattern of flood sources in the Columbia River Basin 
is generally sition for all major floods due to the topographic condi- 
tions there are some minor variations between floods. 
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It cannot be said, therefore, that because one stream contributed 9 
percent of the 1894 flood it will contribute only that amount in the next 
flood of » comparable magnitude. It might be larger, and it might 
be smaller. 

An ideal condition would be to have sufficient storage on each stream 
to provide for any combination of runoff. As a corollary, it can be 
seen that a reasonable degree of contro] on several flood producing 
streams would be. better than complete control on one stream and no 
control] on another. 

I have a pie chart which illustrates the situation as to storage dis- 
tributed in the Columbia River Basin which I will pass out at this 
point. This pie chart illustrates the situation as to storage distribu- 
tion based on storage considered possible of achievement at one stage 
in our current comprehensive studies. 

The shaded portion of the Clark Fork and Snake River wedges are 
shown in this chart as 38 percent and 70 percent respectively. 

I might explain that each wedge represents the contribution in the 
1894 flood of the stream indicated in the total flood producing hydro- 
graph at The Dalles shown on the right-hand side. That is the hydro- 
graph starting at the point that reached 800,000, until it reached 
800,000 was a downward trend. 

The entire square produced the flood. 

As you can see, taking any acre-foot out of there would be of value 
to the flood control. . 

I am just pointing out the differences between this present chart and 
ossible present thinking. If we eliminate the three projects on the 
lark Fork as no longer considered obtainable based on our present 

studies, we would reduce the shaded portion to 25 percent of the total 
Clark Fork wedge. 

That would make a minor change in the picture. 

Senator Anperson. I wonder if you should not give us somewhere 
here, if we are going to reproduce this chart in the hearings, a little 
explanation of what it malty all means, because you have Columbia 
River in Canada, 24 percent and a wedge below it. 

How do we know what tie white means and what the checked part 
means ? 

Then there is one here, Clearwater River, part of it is marked in 
and part is in white. 

I think it would be useful, more useful, if the person looking at it 
had some information of what it means. 

Mr. Frernatp. I will prepare that as an insert for the record, then. 

Senator Anperson. Probably it is all here if we wanted to take the 
time to study it out, but we are not all as familiar with the charts asi 
perhaps we might be. 

(The information referred to is as follows :) 
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(The following was later received for the record :) 


'Phis chart is illustrative only and is intended to indicate the proportion of the 
total flood contributions from each tributary area during the 1894 flood that 
might be controlled by existing and reasonably potential storage. 

The “pie” diagram illustrates graphically the relative amounts of total flood 
volume contributed by the various tributaries during that period of the 1894 
flood when flows at The Dalles were greater than 800,000 cubic feet per second. 
The total “pie” represents a flood volume of 65,500,000 acre-feet which passed The . 
Dalles during this period. If this volume had been reduced by 17,300,000 acre- 
feet, or about 26 percent, the 1894 flow at The Dalles would have averaged only 
800,000 cubic feet per second. 

The wedges are shaded in two different ways. The single-line hatching repre- 
sents the amount of control afforded by the existing and potential reservoirs 
within the tributary area. The double-line hatching represents the amount of 
downstream control afforded by the existing and potentiai main stem Columbia 
River projects such as Grand Coulee, Priest Rapids, and John Day. Hatchings 
are based on the portion of total available storage which is effective at The 
Dalles for control of the 1894 flood. 

Mr. Fernap. Elimination of one project in the Snake River above 
Salmon River which is no longer considered obtainable would reduce 
the shaded portion for that wedge to about 60 percent. It is now 
about 70 percent. 

The wedge should be shaded a little less. It might be noted that if 
Hells Canyon were substituted for Brownlee and Pleasant Valley 
which are included in the shading shown on the Snake River, the 
shaded portion would be increased to 75 to 80 percent of the total 
wedge. 

I merely submit this diagram. Although it does not accurately 
reflect storage possibilities as currently envisioned, it does indicate 
the relationship of known storage possibilities to the flood producing 
streams of the basin. 

One additional point, Mr. Chairman. 

At your request I made an aerial reconnaissance of the middle Snake 
River on last Thursday, the 28th of February. While it is too early 
to have an accurate record of the discharges that occurred in this 
flood, 1 can give you a brief general description. 

The flood was produced by warm rain and early season snowmelt 
in the lower elevations. The primary flood producers were the Weiser 
River, the Power River, Malheur River, and the lower Payette and 
Boise Rivers. A flood of reasonable magnitude occurred at Weiser 
on the Snake River and at Oxbow. There were 2 crests at the Weiser 
gage and 3 crests at the Oxbow gage. 

The peak at Weiser was 59,800 cubic feet per second at 4 o’clock on 
February 25. 

The crest at Oxbow was on the 27th of February, was probably 
approaching 70,000 cubic feet per second. 

There was no record at the time I left Portland. 

For comparison the Weiser and Oxbow peak flows on June 1894 
were 125,000 and 130,000 cubic feet per second, respectively. 

In June of 1948, however, they were only 47,000 and 55,000 cubic 
feet per second, respectively, or slightly less than the flows of last 
week. 

At the Brownlee project at mile 285, where construction is being 
undertaken by the Idaho Power Co., I have pictures here showing 
the before and after conditions of the project and some additional 
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photographs of which there is only one copy available. It is under- 
stood that flows were backed up on Sunday, the 24th of February, to 
the extent that they threatened the highway constructed for project 
access purposes and the cofferdams protecting the dam site construc- 
tion were voluntarily breached. 

At that time I understand that the dam core section was slightly 
below the river bed level and the level for which the overflow had 
been previously planned for the spring flood. 

However, no major damage to the actual dam itself will probably 
result from this early flooding. Breaching and subsequent flood ero- 
sion in the cofferdam areas and necessary cleanup and minor restora- 
tion at the dam section will no doubt involve some additional work 
and some additional cost. It will be impossible, however, to defi- 
nitely say what the extent of the delay or what the additional cost in- 
volved will be until the river discharge has reached a point where the 
area can be inspected. 

I believe the photographs illustrate the construction conditions of 
the project. One is for See and the other is the February 28th 
photograph of the same general area. 

That is all I have prepared, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ANDERSON. Thank you. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Dworshak ? 

Senator DworsHak. One question. 

Mr. Fernald, did you make any reconnaissance of the flood condi- 
tions on either the Salmon or the Clearwater at the time you made 
them onthe Snake recently? 

Mr. Frernawp. No, sir. I did not fly down to the Salmon or Clear- 
water Rivers. We had no reports of major damage on those streams 
and I did not visit them. 

.Senator Dworsnak. The reason I ask that question is because on 
page 526 of the hearings 2 years. ago before this committee you testified 
that in the 1948 flood the Clearwater River at Spaulding was discharg- 
ing 3,940,000 acre-feet, the Salmon River at White Bird, 2,905,000 
acre-feet. Snake River at Oxbow, 1,789,000 acre-feet. 

So, obviously, in the flood in 1948 the Snake River was discharging 
less than half of the water that the Clearwater River was discharging. 

You have no comparison now because presumably there was a flash 
flood on the Snake, but flood conditions come later on both the Salmon 
and the Clearwater. 

Mr. Fernawp. Yes, sir. This was an early season flood, a flood of 
generally local characteristics. Those streams I mentioned were in 
flood due to the melting of the low level flows. 

The spring flood, which will be in general over the area, will take 
the higher level flows and that will no doubt catch the Salmon and 
Clearwater Rivers as well as the upper Snake. 

Senator DworsHax. When do you expect that to occur ? 

Mr. Fernavp. That normally occurs between the 15th of May and 
the 15th of June of each year. 

Senator DworsHak. Ordinarily when does this flood condition exist 
on the Snake River to which you have already referred? What time 
of the year? 

Mr. Fernatp. The Snake River usually has its major flood in the 
spring also, Senator Dworshak. It does have, however, this early sea- 
son runoff which has occurred in the past and is not entirely unusual. 
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The Snake River at Weiser reached a high crest in February, Febru- 
ary 6, 1925. It had a crest of 63,100 and then on March 3, 1910, it had 
a crest of 100,000 cubic feet per second. 

Senator DworsHak. Does your record show in 1948 when the crest . 
was reached ? 

Mr. Fernawp. No, sir; that was in early June, however, that the crest 
was reached. 

Senator Dworsuak. I have one question. I recall that way back in 
1948 some agreement was reached between the Army Corps of Engi- 
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation as to the division of the area, of 
the middle Snake, the supervision over which was taken by the Corps 
and by the Bureau. 

Was such an agreement reached at that time? 

Mr. Frernaup. There was an agreement between the Secretary of 
the Interior and the Secretary of the Army which was in April of | 
1949, which essentially recognized the primary responsibility of the 
two agencies for multiple-purpose development in certain areas of 
the basin. 

The responsibility for flood control of the corps was recognized in 
the entire basin as was the Interior Department’s responsibility for 
irrigation in the entire basin. 

There was also a requirement, however, that either agency would 
investigate as directed by the Congress regardless of this agreement. 

Senator DworsHak. Has there been any revision in that agreement 
of 1949? . 

Mr. Fernawp. That agreement stands today as it was originally 
drawn with such recognition as is required in the dealings between the 
two agencies. 

Senator DworsHak. Could you give us the dividing line on the 
middle Snake where the two jurisdictions separate ? 

Mr. Frernatp. The dividing line as stipulated was at the mouth of 
the Grande Ronde River. The Snake River and those tributaries of 
the Snake River including Grande Ronde and upstream therefrom 
were considered to be in the area of primary interest by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. ( 

The Kooskia site and including possibly the entire Clearwater Basin, - 
was assigned to the Corps of Engineers. The main stream of the 
Snake River downstream from the Grande Ronde was in the Corps of 

<ngineers area. 

The tributaries of the Snake downstream, however, were in the 
Bureau area of interest. 

Senator Dworsuax. Which tributaries downstream are you refer- 
ring to? 

Mr. Fernavp. All tributaries of the Snake River downstream from 
Grande Ronde. 

In other words, all tributaries of the Snake except the Clearwater. 

Senator DworsHak. Can you tell us where the Pittsburgh landing 
is located in reference to the mouth of the Grande Ronde River? 

Mr. Frrnap. It is substantially upstream. 

Senator DworsHak. Substantially upstream ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes, sir. 
Senator Anperson. Thank you, Mr. Fernald. 









112 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


We will need you back tomorrow. 

Senator Neuberger may have some questions. 

Mr. Fernaxp. All right, sir. 

Senator Anprrson. We will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Thereupon, at 4:45 p. m., the subcommittee was recessed, to re- 
convene at 10 a. m., Thursday, March 7, 1957.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 7, 1957 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
‘Suscommrrrer on IrrtGaTion AND RECLAMATION OF THE 


CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson (chairman of the 
subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senator Clinton P. Anderson (New Mexico) and Arthur 
V. Watkins (Utah). 

Present also: Senator Richard L. Neuberger (Oregon), John A. 
Carroll (Colorado), Frank Church (Idaho), Henry C. Dworshak 
(Idaho), and Gordon Allott (Colorado). 

Present also: Goodrich W. Lineweaver, committee assistant, and M. 
C. Mapes, Jr., special counsel. 

Senator Anperson. I shall place in the Lae uy a letter from Senator 
Mansfield, of Montana. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
March 7, 1957. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Although other congressional matters prevent my active 
participation in the hearings your subcommittee is conducting on S. 555, a bill 
to authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Hells Canyon 
Dam on the Snake River, I do want to take this opportunity to restate my support 
as a cosponsor of this legislation. 

I believe that the support of a publie power development program was demon- 
strated by the people of the Northwest in the recent congressional elections. I 
have always felt that there was room for both public and private power to develop 
side by side. But, when a Federal project can provide greater services and 
benefits to the people of this Nation, it is the Federal Government which should 
construct the project. Deferring to private development in the instance of Hells 
Canyon is denying the people of the Northwest the multipurpose benefits of 
power, irrigation, flood control, recreation, and expanding industry. 

I have always felt that Federal development of a high Hells Canyon Dam 
would be the most beneficial to the economy of the Northwest. Secretary of the 
Interior, Fred A. Seaton, recently acceded to this point of view when he released 
a departmental study indicating that it would be possible to build a high dam on 
the Snake River below Hells Canyon. On this basis he has asked the Federal 
Power Commission to hold up the application of the Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. to build a dam in the area. 

The Federal development of Hells Canyon provides multipurpose benefits. 
Private development on the Snake River with three small dams provides only 
power and less of it, a very important consideration in light of the power shortage 
in the Northwest. In addition, the Federal project is fully repayable, including 
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interest. In addition, it broadens the tax base and provides the basis for the 
development of new industry, points which are too often overlooked. In other 
words, the taxpayer is not giving his money away. 

The benefits of the Federal Government as a builder are self-evident in Hungry 
Horse Dam in my State of Montana, a fully repayable multipurpose project. 
It was a long uphill pull to get this project constructed. The opposition was 
strong, but vanished when they realized the new-found source of power was an 
incentive for both cooperatives and private utilities and the incentive for in- 
dustrial development in the area. Bverybody benefited as a result of Hungry 
Horse ; no one was harmed. 

We in the Northwest need many more projects like Hungry Horse and a high 
Hells Canyon is one of the most important. It is one of the few remaining 
natural dam sites and unless the Congress takes immediate action it will be lost 
forever. I urge as strongly as I know how that the Interior Committee report S. 
555 favorably, as the first step in realizing the benefits of this great project, a 
high Hells Canyon Dam. 

In closing, I ask that this letter be made a part of the printed record of this 
hearing. 

With best personal wishes, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
MIKE MANSFIELD. 


Senator Anperson. I shall also place in the record the statement of 
Andrew J. Biemiller, of the AFL-CIO legislative department. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF ANDREW J. BremitterR, Director, AFL-CIO LE&GISLATIVE 
DEPARTMENT, ON S. 555 


My name is Andrew J. Biemiller, I am director of the legislative department 
of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations. 
I appear today on behalf of that organization to urge speedy enactment of 
$.555 which will authorize construction of the Hells Canyon project by the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

The 1955 convention of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of 
Industrial Organizations adopted a resolution in support of the multiple-pur- 
pose Helis Canyon Dam. 

The resolution reads in part: 

“Resolved, the AFL—CIO in convention assembled supports programs for the 
expansion of electric power supply at the lowest feasible cost practical under 
the terms of programs which have been established since the use of electric 
power became wigespread throughout the country. * * * 

“We ask the Federal Government to provide effective leadership to develop 
our large river basins. Specifically, we call for the earliest possible congres- 
sional action for the authorization and construction of the high dam at Hells 
Canyon on the Snake River.” 

Mr. Chairman, on May 6, 1955, the presiding examiner of the Federal Power 
Commission issued a challenge to the Congress of the United States to resume 
the national program of comprehensive development of its rivers. 

In summing up the record of more than a year of hearings on the Idaho Power 
Co.’s three-dam application, together with briefs of all parties to the case, this 
is what the FPC examiner had to say for his ultimate conclusion on the merits 
of the Federal Hells Canyon Dam versus the private proposal for development 
of the middle Snake River. 

“* * * The facts seem to point to the inescapable conclusion that with the 
marked and substantial advantage of the Government’s credit, the high dam 
would be dollar for dollar the better investment and the more nearly ideal de- 
velopment of the Middle Snake.” 

This conclusion, and the many specific findings which the examiner adduced 
to reach it, vindicated the long fight that the American Federation of Labor and 
Congress of Industrial Organizations, farm, public power, cooperative and citi- 
zens groups from the Pacific Northwest and all over the Nation have waged to 
save the great Hells Canyon dam site for maximum development which will 
serve all the people. 

But the examiner did not recommend Federal development as provided under 
the Federal Power Act because he did not believe Congress would act. But 
we in organized labor believe that this is not so. We believe that now that 
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the overwhelming: superiority of the high Hells Canyon Dam has been con- 
clusively demonstrated that the Congress will now legislate for the best inter- 
ests of the Nation and authorize construction of the Hells Canyon Dam. 

Organized labor in the Pacific Northwest and all over the Nation has a vital 
interest in the kind of development that takes place on our rivers. This interest 
can be best expressed by one word—jobs. The basic problem which our coun- 
try faces and will continue to face is providing a continually expanding economy 
with new jobs for new additions to the labor force as our population continues 
to increase and additional hundreds and thousands of persons leave rural areas 
every year to seek work in larger towns and cities. 

We cannot maintain full employment and high wages unless there is new 
plant investment in manufacturing to provide year-around payrolls and absorb 
the young people who will, in a shorter time and in greater numbers than some 
of us realize, be demanding work. It must be remembered, too, that surround- 
ing a dynamic economy, based as ours is on manufacturing, are the construction 
and building activities, the service industries, small business and professional 
activities, which come into being as a result of the foundation of industrial pay- 
rolls having been laid. 

The kind of economy under which we operate must have tremendous supplies 
of new energy to feed it properly. In 1952 the President’s Materials Policy 
Commission predicted that by 1960, the power requirements of the United States 
‘would be 131 percent greater than in 1950, representing a rate of increase of 
about 8.5 percent annually. But the demand for power in the Pacific North- 
west has already exceeded this forecast. Customers of the Bonneville Power 
Administration in 1954 purchased 9.3 percent more electric energy from the 
Federal Government than in 1953. 

One of the greatest factors which will make it necessary to accelerate the 
development of energy is the growth of electroprocess industries, a growth 
which will place even more acute demands than ever before upon power sources 
to maintain it. In 1950 these industries consumed 19 percent of all power pur- 
chased by industry and 11 percent of all the Nation’s power production. By 
1975 the President’s Material Policy Commission predicts that they will require 
30 percent of industrial powerloads, and 17 percent of the total for all uses. 
This means that electroprocessing will up its consumption 452 percent in 25 years, 
while national power use will rise 260 percent. 

It is important to make clear that aluminum, magnesium, titanium, and other 
light metal industries, the expanding chemical industry, the development of 
phosphate deposits for farm fertilizer and industrial use, all require not only 
abundant but low-cost electric energy. For power is such a large proportion 
of the aggregate unit cost of production that an increase of even a mill per 
kilowatt-hour can affect the entire economics of the industry. 

The spectacular growth of the Pacific Northwest has been founded on low- 
cost power development. Its continued growth will depend upon a firm con- 
struction schedule for new power development. The present administration has 
not seen fit to propose any new Federal starts of large hydro projects in the 
Columbia Valley since it assumed office in 1953. This situation must be reme- 
died immediately, for unless this policy is reversed, the Columbia region is faced 
with a serious energy shortage which can have the most adverse effects upon 
its economy and its future growth. It is high time that such projects as Hells 
Canyon be speedily authorized and Federal money be obtained through appropria- 
tions to begin construction without delay. 

New low-cost power from the great hydroelectric potential of the Columbia, 
Snake, and other streams in the region is the only means by which new indus- 
try can be attracted to the region. There are no oil, no gas, no coal deposits to 
provide an alternative source of energy. Furthermore, the kind of overall] plan- 
ning on a regional basis that is embodied in the joint comprehensive develop- 
ment blueprints of the Corps of Army Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion must be adhered to. Low-cost energy should be developed in amounts ahead 
of demand, and the full potential of the region’s falling waters harnessed, by 
an integrated system of dams and reservoirs creating power which will be trans- 
mitted over a geographical transmission grid at wholesale Bonneville rates, 
lowest in the Nation. By this means new industry will be attracted which would 
otherwise locate elsewhere. 

By 1963 the population of the Columbia Basin will have increased an estimated 
1.5 million, or about 31 percent. Assuming the same proportion as at present 
in total employment, this means that about 500,000 new jobs must be found in 
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the region during the next, decade if its growth of the last 13 years is to be main- 
tained. It also means that more than 10,000 new manufacturing jobs must be 
found each year. 

This provides a challenge to the Congress of the United States to proceed with 
the self-liquidating multiple-purpose projects such as have already proven their 
worth so conclusively—Grand Coulee, Hungry Horse, Bonneville, Chief Joseph, 
and McNary. Hells Canyon, one of the last great natural dam sites in the 
Nation, a project which will not only produce nearly 700,000 kilowatts at site, 
but add the capacity of another Bonneville Dam to the downstream dams through 
its storage releases, should be gotten underway without further delay. 

The Northwest, even in the lower Columbia areas which have benefited most 
from low-cost power developments, is still prevented from coming fully into its 
own by the lack of a diversified economy. It depends in greatest measure upon 
lumbering and agriculture to survive. But neither of these two industries can 
be expected to absorb any large proportion of the new job seekers of the next 10 
to 25 years. 

Construction will provide new jobs only as long as the rest of the economy 
is healthy. In the Snake River Basin of southern Idaho and eastern Oregon the 
situation is especially acute, as to date selfish interests have locked the door 
against Federal river and power development and its benefits have never been 
made possible. Accordingly, Idaho and eastern Oregon lag far behind other 
areas in economic activity, and suffer every year from the plague of seasonal 
variations in employment which harmfully reduce earning and purchasing power 
of workers which in turn adversely affects the entire community. 

Per capita income in Idaho is far less than the national average, and below 
her sister States of Oregon and Washington. Its population growth, too, is far 
less than that of Oregon and Washington and somewhat less than the Nation 
as a whole. There is no reason why a State which ranks among the first half 
dozen in hydro potential and possesses other tremendous resources of minerals 
and land should continue to scrape along at bare subsistence. We believe it is 
possible for such projects as Hells Canyon to provide the sparkplug for its eco- 
nomic development. : 

The question of liberating new sources of low-cost energy in the Pacific North- 
west and the Nation as well is bound up in the Hells Canyon issue. The issue 
is clear cut. It is one between full development of the river resources which 
rightfully belong to the people for new jobs, payrolls, industries, and a better life, 
and the outmoded and discredited single purpose, service area development which 
will not only sacrifice the full range of the benefits which can be derived from 
the Snake and Columbia Rivers, but will probably raise power rates so that no 
real economic expansion can be assured the region. 

The hopes of the working people of the Pacific Northwest are resting upon the 
Congress of the United States to save Hells Canyon Dam site and the great 
power potential of the Columbia River system for its fullest possible development, 
and with it the fullest possible range of multiple-purpose uses in flood control, 
navigation, reclamation, and recreation. 

The American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations 
urges this subcommittee and the full House to act for the people to develop for 
them their great river systems, and never allow them to fall into the hands of 
monopoly. Prompt passage of S. 555 will demonstrate that the long history of 
resource development in the public interest which has brought into being the 
Tennessee Valley Authority, Hoover, Shasta, and Fort Peck Dams, and the great 
power projects along the Columbia, is and will continue to be the basis on which 
the Nation will move rapidly ahead to develop low-cost energy for continued 
economic opportunity for wage earners, small business, and industry. 

There is no need for confusion on this great issue. We have seen what can 
be done by observing what has been already done. Hells Canyon and what it 
represents, must prevail so that we can realize the full industrial potential of this 
area, so essential to a dynamic expanding economy and the defense of our country, 
and so important to our goal of a constantly rising standard of living for the 
American people. 

We trust this subcommittee will recommend §. 555 for passage, that the Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee will concur in the recommendation, and the 
Senate pass the bill promptly. 


Senator ANpgerson. The committee will be in order. 
Senator, I understand you have a statement that you desire to 
present. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Senator Neupercer. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I will be very brief in 
presenting my statement. I will try to paraphrase my statement and 
read it very hurriedly and ask that the full statement will appear in 
the record, if it is agreeable to you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator ANpEerson. Yes; you may read as much as you wish. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, in connection with this bill we are discussing today, 
I have checked, since some of the committee’s discussion yesterday, 
and I find that the State of Oregon has the highest unemployment rate 
in the Nation. The largest factor in this is the shutting off of the low- 
cost Federal power program. 

Oregon made great gains in employment in industrial expansion 
when Bonneville power was coming on the line, and the first 10 years 
that this power was available. 

Dr. William A, Pearl, the Bonneville Power Administrator, recently 
confirmed that no additional power would be available for electro- 
process plants in the next 10 years on the basis of present scheduled 
generation. By contrast with this is the fact that up to 1940 not an 
ounce of aluminum was manufactured west of the Mississippi River. 

As low-cost power became available in the Columbia Basin, between 
45 and 50 percent of the entire expanded national output of aluminum, 
which was so vital to 50,000 planes a year during World War II, came 
from the Columbia Basin alone. 

The policy of the present administration with respect to adding 
low-cost power bees with their multipurpose benefits, irrigation, 
navigation, and flood control on the Columbia and its main tributaries, 
is most obscure. 

On February 15, this year, the Secretary of the Interior made public 
a letter sent to the Federal Power Commission disclosing that the 
Bureau of Reclamation is studying the feasibility of the Pleasant 
Valley site in the Hells Canyon area for multipurpose development. 

Secretary Seaton told the Commission that a special report of the 
Bureau proposes the high storage dam at Pleasant Valley which 
would flood out the little Hells Canyon Dam for which a license has 
been issued to the Idaho Power Co. The Secretary said the Pleasant 
Valley is being considered— . 
in the light of the need for development of additional flood-control.capacity in the 
Snake River Basin. Pit 

The Pleasant Valley Dam proposal has exposed the gigantic hoax 
involved in the Federal Power Commission decision to license three 
Idaho Power Co. dams. The Commission said that the Idaho Power 
dams were “best adapted to a comprehensive plan.” That is a flat 
statement. It is unequivocal. Yet the Secretary of the Interior sug- 
gests the Pleasant Valley Dam, that floods out at least 1 of the 3 Idaho 
sites, is better for the development of the river. 

Obviously if the Pleasant Valley Dam provides greater benefits, 
then the Federal Power Commission was guilty of licensing inferior 
development in the Hells Canyon area. 

You cannot have it both ways. You cannot say that the Federal 
Power Commission is right and now Secretary Seaton is right when 
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he suggests that the proposed Pleasant Valley development might be 
superior to the Idaho Power Co. development. 

enator ANpERsON. We asked Mr. Riter to comment on this and 
he will be in a position to comment. It may be very interesting be- 
cause I am trying to resolve that apparent conflict between these two 
statements. ; 

As you state, both agencies cannot be right. One must be wrong. 

Senator Neupercrer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased Mr. 
Riter will be here to explain. 

It must be emphasized, however, that Secretary Seaton’s letter to 
the Federal Power Commission on the Pleasant Valley project study 
made no recommendations, nor did it request any action by the Com- 
mission. It was not a letter of intervention in the Mountain Sheep- 
Pleasant Valley case before the Commission. 

It did not represent a reversal of the Interior Department’s state- 
ment to the Commission that it has no objections to granting of 
— power company licenses for the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant 

alley projects in the Hells Canyon section. 

Secretary Seaton’s letter did not ask the Commission to delay issu- 
ance of the license, nor even to take into consideration the Secretary’s 
high Pleasant Valley Dam proposal in connection with its delibera- 
tions on Pacific Northwest Power Co.’s license application. 

(The formal statement of Senator Neuberger is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR RICHARD L. NEUBERGER 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the opportunity 
to make a statement to the committee in support of S. 555, a bill to authorize 
Federal construction of a high dam at Hells Canyon. I intend to make my re- 
marks as brief as possible. During the 2 years that I. have been a Member of 
the Senate I have spoken many times on the subject before the committee. 
Neither the need nor the justification for Hells Canyon Dam have diminished 
during that time. Indeed, the predictions of what would result from curtailment 
of the Federal power program in the Columbia Basin are borne out by sub- 
sequent events. : 

The State of Oregon now has the highest unemployment rate in the Nation. 
The drying up of the Federal industrial power program in the Pacific Northwest 
has caused—and will continue to cause, until it is reversed—an ever-widening 
circle of adverse economic repercussions. Lack of industrial diversity underlies 
the joblessness which imperils the prosperity of my home State. The remaking 
of Oregon’s industrial base can be achieved through abundant and low-cost power. 
The hydroelectric construction presently underway in the Columbia Basin is not 
adequate for the objectives of further major industrial growth and expansion of 
electroprocess plants which create new year-round payrolls. 

Dr. William A. Pearl, Bonneville Power Administrator, recently confirmed that 
no additional power will be available for electroprocess plants during the next 
10 years on the basis of present scheduled generation. He added that plants for 
titanium, zirconium, phosphorus, petroleum, petrochemicals, ferroalloys, and 
other mineral and chemical fields would be feasible if the power is available. 
Presently scheduled projects—both public and private—will not supply the 
needed power, 

In view of the present vacuum in providing for the power needs of the Pacific 
Northwest, I believe, Mr. Chairman, that the committee should not consider 
its work on this bill concluded until executives responsible for Federal policies 
on energy resources, particularly the multiple-purpose use of water, have made 
clear their plans for meeting the region’s basic power needs, and have spelled 
out in detail the policies for utilizing Hells Canyon section of the Snake River 

The policy of the administration in this respect is most obscure. For instance, 
on February 15, 1957, Secretary of the Interior Fred A. Seaton made public 
a letter sent to the Federal Power Commission disclosing that the Bureau of 
Reclamation is studying the feasibility of the Pleasant Valley site in the Hells 
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Canyon area for multiple-purpose development. Secretary Seaton told the Com- 
mission that a special report of the Bureau proposes a high storage dam at — 
Pleasant Valley which would flood out the little Hells Canyon dam for which 
a license has been issued to the Idaho Power Co. The Secretary said the high 
Pleasant Valley Dam was being considered “in the light of the need for develop- 
ment of additional flood control capacity in the Snake River Basin.” 

The Pleasant Valley Dam proposal has exposed the gigantic hoax involved 
in the Federal Power Commission decision to license three Idaho Power Co. 
dams. The Commission decision said that the Idaho Power dams were “best 
adapted to a comprehensive plan.” Yet Secretary Seaton now suggests a high 
Pleasant Valley dam that floods out at least one of the three Idaho Power 
sites is better development of the river. Obviously, if high Pleasant Valley Dam 
provides greater benefits, then the Federal Power Commission was guilty of 
licensing inferior development in the Hells Canyon area. 

It must be emphasized, however, that Secretary Seaton’s letter to the Federal 
Power Commission on the Pleasant Valley project study made no recommenda- 
tions nor did it request any action by the Commission. It was not a letter of 
intervention in the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant Valley case before the Commis- 
sion. It did not represent a reversal of the Interior Department’s statement to 
the Commission that it has no objections to granting of private power company 
licenses for the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant Valley projects in the Hells Canyon 
section. Secretary Seaton’s letter did not ask the Commission to delay issuance 
of the license, nor even to take into consideration the Secretary’s high Pleasant 
Valley Dam proposal in connection with its deliberations on Pacific Northwest 
Power Co.’s license application. 

The Secretary’s letter is part of the smokescreen which now surrounds the 
power development policy of this administration. It is part of the attempt to per- 
fume the betrayal of the public interest when former Secretary McKay withdrew 
Federal opposition to licensing of Idaho Power dams in Hells Canyon. There 
was a vacuum in administration policy for Hells Canyon development before 
Secretary Seaton sent -his letter to the Federal Power Commission. It still 
exists, despite efforts to cloud it with Chanel No. 5. 

Since the November elections, the press has carried many rumors of a reap- 
praisal of administration power policy. If there has been such a reevaluation 
I have been unable to detect evidence of positive action which is essentially 
different from the policy of drift and indifference during the preceding 4 years. 

I urge, therefore, that the committee seek from the Secretary of the Interior 
a clear declaration of his policies in connection with development of the Hells 
Canyon section of the Snake River. I believe such information would be most 
germane and material in connection with consideration of the bill now before 
the committee. 


Senator Nreusercer. Of course, I wish the Secretary all possible 
recovery, for a complete convalescence from his present illness; and 
I do not think he should be belabored personally to provide this in- 
formation until he is fully recovered and back at his desk, and in good 
’ health. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I want to point out this one thing: 

1 have lived in the Northwest all my life. I was born and raised 
there. I feel that never have we made such economic progress as we 
did in the years when the great dams on the Columbia River, dams 
which were the product of Democratic Presidents and supported by 
both Republicans and Democratic Members of Congress, from the 
Northwest, when those dams were providing vast amounts of low- 
cost power. : 

We obtained then in the Northwest our first year-round permanent 
mass industrial developments. ‘These were private industries that 
brought workers paying taxes, that paid a great deal of taxes to the 
local governmental entities in which they were located. 

For example, I have just seen from Wenatchee that the new alumi- 
num plant, dating since 1953, in Wenatchee, made possible with low- 
cost power from Grand Coulee Dam, has ever since its beginning, Mr. 
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Chairman, been the highest payer of local taxes in Chelan County, 
right from the very beginning. It has made nearly twice the local 

roperty tax of the Great Northern Railroad which up to then had 
tn the biggest property taxpayer in Chelan County ever since the 
county was incorporated. 

These great industrial developments came to the Northwest because 
of low-cost power. Since this administration came in there have 
been no additional new starts in the area. The only new industry 
coming to use low-cost power is the Harvey Aluminum Co. at The 
Dalles. 

That contract was negotiated by Dr. Raver before he left as Bonne- 
ville Administrator and was forced to retire under the policies of this 
administration. He is now the manager of Seattle City Light. 

I think it is significant that a Republican Senator from my State 
and the former Secretary of the Interior, tried to break that contract 
and denounce that contract in a Senate hearing and the contract for- 
tunately held and Oregon is to get one last large industry due to low- 
cost power because that contract was kept in effect. 

But here we have a region that should be one of the most prosperous 
and developing areas in our entire country. 

As we sit here, my State has the highest unemployment rate in the 
entire country this winter. If I am not mistaken, Senator Church’s 
State of Idaho, and Senator Dworshak’s State of Idaho, is second or 
third, and the State of Washington is fifth or sixth. I am not quite 
sure. 

But I know Oregon has the unenviable rank of first. Yet here is 
this vast amount of low-cost power flowing, wasted, to the sea, and 
here is the situation at Hells Canyon where only a portion of the en- 
ergy which could be developed is going to be used. 

I think it is significant that the Bonneville industrial] rate of 2.1 
mills per kilowatt-hour has been the lowest industrial rate for power 
in any of the Nation. 

Some of the private utilities charge from 7 to 10 mills per kilowatt- 
hour. I think the Idaho Power Co. has no quotable industrial rate at 
all, because their costs are so high. 

That is part of the problem which this committee confronts, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Thank you very much for your courtesy. 

Senator Anpgrson. Are there any questions ? 

Senator Dworsuax. I have one question, Senator.. I am just re- 
calling that some of the power generated at Federal dams, power- 
plants on the lower Columbia, distributed by Bonneville Power, is sold 
to private utilities in that area; is that correct? 

Senator Neunercer. Correct. 

Senator Dworsiax. Then why does not Bonneville dispose of all 
of this Federal power to induce companies to come in there and utilize 
that cheap power as you have outlined? What is responsible for there 
being a surplus of power generated at these Federal plants which sub- 

uently is sold to private operators ? 

Senator Neusercer. Well, there is not a surplus, Senator Dwor- 
shak. The situation is this: 

It has been the policy of the Bonneville Administration under Dr. 
Raver, who set its basic program, that the energy would be allocated 
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as fairly as possible among preference users, among private utilities, 
and among private industry. . 

Now, it so happens in the State of Oregon that most of the resi- 
dential customers are serviced by private utilities. Many of the pri- 
vate utilities that have been taking huge ads in national magazines, 
using ratepayers money to denounce this Federal power program, 
have been ema a majority of their energy from Bonneville. They 
have been buying it very inexpensively and selling it to their custom- 
ers at substantial rates. 

I think Bonneville has very wisely said that as long as a substantial 
ortion of the people of Oregon and a good many in the State of 
Washington have decided that they desire, or certainly are willing, to 

be serviced by private utility companies, that they should not be ex- 
cluded from the benefit of receiving Bonneville power over the trans- 
mission distribution systems of those companies. 

I think that is a proper policy. 

I do not have the figures right before me, but I think the allocation 
of poet by Bonneville among the preference customers, the private 
utilities and the industrial customers, and as you know, industrial 
customers are not prefererice customers, has been very favorable. 

There has been an effort made in the Northwest to discredit the 
industrial use of power. 

I cannot help but contrast that with the stories in the New York 
Times in the past few weeks of praise for Governor Harriman because 
he has allocated 230,000 kilowatts of power from the St. Lawrence 
project for the development of the Reynolds Co. at Massena. Nearly 
every newspaper in New York has commended it. 

The New York Republican State chairman commended Governor 
Harriman for his decision. 

There have been huge ads outlining how much employment there 
will be at Massena, how much taxes will be paid by Reynolds Co. 

That helped in the Northwest for a relatively short period with 
great plants at Seattle, Troutdale, Longview, Vancouver, using this 
low-cost power, to have huge payrolls. 

I would like to see some of those payrolls in Idaho. 

Your State has, I think, one of the lowest per capita incomes of any 
of the States in the West. Your State, which is a great State and a 
beautiful State, has made very little expansion in population, in in- 
come, if I am not mistaken, in relation to some of the other States. 

It seems to me that if light metal plants can go as far afield as 
Kitimak in British Columbia to get 2-mill power, that certainly they 
would come to places like the State of Idaho. 

One of the most thrilling things I have ever seen was to be at 
Kitimak in 1952 with Mrs. Neuberger and see what 2-mill power 
means. We went in when there were only 300 Indian fishermen 
living there, so primitive that if we had not been with a sergeant 
in the Mounted Police we would have been frightened. They were 
just beginning the Kitimak project. 

As we stood there we realized that only because of 2-mill power that 
within a few years there would be 20,000 people living there and a few 
years after that there would be 50,000 people living there. 

If that community was in our State it would be the second largest 
community in Oregon and if it had been in Idaho it would be the 
largest, certainly equivalent with Boise. 
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Here it was in the northern Canadian wilderness. I think six or 
seven hundred miles north of Seattle. 

Because of 2-mill power they were going to take the bauxite all the 
way from Guiana up there. 

Four weeks ago there was an article in the Saturday Evening Post 
describing this vast Kitimak development showing new houses and 
stores scattered over this forested landscape just because of 2-mill 
electric power. 

What a marvelous asset that would be to the Northwest if we could 
get more of it. 

Senator Anperson. Senator Church, do you have a statement ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CHURCH, UNITED STATES SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Senator Cuurcu. Yes, [ do, Mr. Chairman. 

I appear before your committee this morning to testify in behalf 
of the proposed Hells Canyon Dam. 

I should like to discuss, in the main, the matter of water rights, 
because water is the lifeblood of our economy in Idaho. 

But first, let me summarize the reasons I favor the construction of 
a high Federal dam in the Hells Canyon: 

1. The river: The Snake River belongs to the people. In its course 
through the Hells Canyon, it is a navigable stream, over which the 
Federal Government holds jurisdiction, under the Constitution of the 
United States, as trustee for the benefit of the people. 

The Hells Canyon itself is the deepest gorge on the North American 
Continent. It is a site that naturally calls for a dam to match its great 
dimensions. Such a dam will not be built under the licenses that have 
been granted to the Idaho Power Co., but such a dam is authorized in 
the bill now before the committee. 

I believe that the Congress, in its capacity as trustee, has a duty to 
see to it that the river is not wasted. 

Inadequate development at a given site is wrong for the people, 
because dams once built, last not for decades, but for centuries. 

If the Hells Canyon Dam is not built, 2,880,000 (this and subse- 
quent figures are derived from the examiner’s report, as summarized 
in report No. 2275, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
84th Congress, 2d session, page 38) acre-feet of useful storage, vital to 
effective flood control, will be lost. 

This is part of the price the people will pay for the smaller utility 

dams. 
_ &. Electricity: It ought to be a guiding principle, in the develop- 
ment of our precious river resources, that each power dam we build fs 
designed to generate the maximum amount of electricity from the 
water available for its use. 

To do less is to waste the water. We cannot afford to waste our 
water. Falling water is the only inexhaustable source we have for 
energy ; it is our only perpetual fuel. 

Every day we are consuming staggering quantities, of oil, coal, and 
natural gas. These fuels, once burned, are gone forever. 

So we owe it, if not to ourselves, then. to our children and their 
children after them, to build dams that will give us the most electricity 
from the water available. 
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The proposed Hells Canyon Dam will do this. The three smaller 
utility dams, licensed to be built in its place, will not. — / 

The high dam in Hells Canyon would have an installed capacity 
to generate 295,000 more kilowatts of prime electricity than all three 
of the smaller utility dams combined assuming they are finally built. 

What is even more significant, the Hells Canyon Dam would firm up 
the flow of the river in such a way as to add 436,000 kilowatts of addi- 
tional prime power to the generating plants already installed down- 
stream. 

The difference in comparative power output approximates 617,000 
kilowatts. This is part of the price the people will pay if the Hells 
Canyon Dam is not built. 

3. Electric rates: I represent a State that has all the potential of 


a young giant. Idaho has mighty resources, but it is starved for in- 


dustry to put them to better use. Some have remarked that ours is 
still a “colonial economy.” We ship raw products, but high freight 
rates prevent us from establishing many local industries. 

Since our fuel for industry is electricity, the best means at our dis- 
posal for ending our economic stalemate is to secure for ourselves an 
abundance of cheap electricity for industrial use. This would seem 

lain. 
. Yet the political leadership that has dominated Idaho for more 
than a decade now, refuses to admit that this is so. That leadership 
has consistently opposed every effort to bring cheap electricity to 
Idaho. 

And during these very years, Idaho has been wrapped in a strait- 
jacket. 

My State has grown less than any other Western State. In terms 
of per capita income, Idaho is now next to the poorest State in all the 
West. These are not pleasant facts, but they are accurate facts. 

The irony is that next door to Idaho, across the river in Oregon, 
and Washington, where Government dams have made cheap electricity 
available, the industrial growth has been phenomenal. There is no 
reason why the people of Idaho ought not to benefit likewise. 

The Hells Canyon bill reserved for Idaho some 500,000 kilowatts of 
cheap electricity—that is a block of power about 114 times as large 
as the entire output of the present Idaho Power system. 

If the Hells Canyon Dam is built, the electricity it will generate 
will cost about 2.65 mills per kilowatt. The substitute utility dams 
will produce 6.69 mill electricity. 

The difference of 4.04 mills will help keep the door closed to industry 
in Idaho. This is another part of the price the people will pay if the 
Hells Canyon bill fails to pass. 

4. A prudent investment: I favor the construction of a Government 
dam in Hells Canyon because, like other Government dams long built, 
it constitutes a prudent investment of public money. 

I am sometimes told that Hells Canyon ought to be opposed, because 
its construction would cost the taxpayers an enormous fortune, where- 
as the smaller utility dams will not cost anybody anything. 

This argument, of course, is a fraud. Either the public dam or 
the private dams will be paid for by those who purchase the electricity 
generated. Once paid for, the private dams will belong to the Idaho 
' Power Co. ; the Hells Canyon Dam would belong to the people. 
89648579 
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It is noteworthy too that the consumers who will ultimately pay for 
the smaller utility dams, now licensed to be built, will pay back not 
only their construction cost, but also better than 414 percent in interest 
each year on the money borrowed to build them. 

This is the interest being incurred by the Idaho Power Co. on loans 
it has secured for the Brownlee Dam, now under construction. 

It is the highest interest to be borne by a private utility in 22 years 
(Wall Street Journal, January 8, 1957). 

No comparison between the ultimate cost of the two development 
programs is complete without taking this interest factor into considera- 
tion. The Hells Canyon Dam is not a gouge on the taxpayer. It will 
pay for itself and return a modest interest rate to the Treasury besides. 
It represents a prudent investment in the future of the Northwest. 

5. Reclamation: Much of the economy of Idaho rests squarely on 
reclamation. But nearly all of the low-cost reclamation projects have 
already been developed, and there is general agreement that water 
users alone cannot bear the whole cost of new projects. 

Such projects await sources of revenue to supplement what the 
irrigators can pay. 

Under the terms of the Hells Canyon bill power revenues not re- 
quired to amortize the costs of the project would be available to assist 
in the development of fertile land in southern Idaho. : 

By providing a huge new source of low-cost power, the Hells Can- 
yon Dam could also make future public and private irrigation de- 
velopments more economical by reducing the cost of pumping or 
sprinkling water onto the land. 

By contrast, the alternative private dams offer no present stimulus 
to reclamation development, and no hope for future progress. This is 
another part of the price the people will pay if the Hells Canyon bill 
does not pass. 

. Gentlemen, the case for the Hells Canyon Dam is so strong—the 
essential contribution of such a dam to the efficient comprehensive 
development of our river, is so important—that most of the earlier 
arguments, once raised against it, have now been abandoned. In place 

_ of these arguments, a scare has been cleverly planted. The scare is 
that, in some fanciful way, and at some indefinite time in the future, 
the Hells Canyon Dam might be conceivably put to a use, by the hand 
of a Congress, presumably hostile to farmers, that might possibly jeop- 
ardize the water rights of the upstream irrigators in Idaho. 

Those who spread this scare, knowing full well the sensitivity over 
water that naturally exists in an irrigated State, have pictured the 
Government as a treacherous ogre, secretly plotting to pounce upon 
and take away the very water that Government reclamation has made 
available. 

“Private utilities must build the dams in the Hells Canyon,” so goes 
the cry, “because the Government is not to be trusted with the protec- 
tion of the farmers’ water rights.” 

It is hard to believe that. so implausible a proposition could gain 
headway in a State like Idaho, where the Government has so long 
played the leading role in bringing water to our desert land. 

Yet the scare campaign has been relentlessly pursued. The fear 
psychology has been carefully worked out by, experts inthe field of 
public relations. Today, the scare is directed against just one dam, 
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the Hells Canyon Dam. Tomorrow, unless it is fully diseredited and 
exposed, the same scare will be expounded elsewhere to block other 
worthy public projects in favor of less adequate private projects. 

Thus, the full potential of our rivers may be denied us, and the future 
growth of the West itself may be stunted. 

I therefore propose to devote the balance of my- statement to an 
analysis of this water scare in connection with the bill new before you. 

First, let me make it clear that I take second place to no man in my 
fidelity to the cause of protecting the farmers of Idaho in their vital 
water rights. The Hell 
last year contained a provision giving unrestricted protection to both 
present and future water rights for Idaho irrigators upstream. 

I have personally added new language to the same provision in the 
pending Hells Canyon Bill to make it expressly clear that the opera- 
tion of the Hells Canyon Dam would, at all times, be subordinate to 
state water law. This provision, section 2, now reads: " 

Notwithstanding the provisions of any other law the operation of the Hells 
Canyon Dam shall not conflict with, and shall be subordinate to, present and 
future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other beneficial eensumptive 
uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State law, of the waters of 
the Snake River and its tributaries upstream from the dam and downstream. 

No critic of the pending bill, to my knowledge, has yet been able to 
find any fault with the above-quoted provision. No critic has objected 
that this provision does not reserve to the upstream irrigators, both 
present and future, first claim to the water of the Snake River. 

Rather, the argument is made that the Hells Canyon Dam might, at 
some future time, become a “vehicle” enabling some future Congress 
to change the law in a way that might conceivably jeopardize the water 
rights of the irrigators upstream. 

Curiously, these critics make no mention of any other Government 
dam presently located downstream from Idaho, nor is any objection 
raised to any other Government dams, now being planned for other 
sites on the river. 

It seems to be that only the proposed Hells Canyon Dam has sinister 
qualities. It alone is to be feared as a “vehicle” that will provide the 
basis for possible Federal encroachment on water rights. 

Disregarding the way this objection has been confined merely to the 
Hells Canyon Dam, I submit that the argument itself is based upon 
a false premise. The construction of Hells Canyon Dam creates no 
new power in the Federal Government over the water in the Snake 
River. 

Such power as the Government may have derives from the Consti- 
tution itself. This inherent power, which is what these crities say 
they fear, is not enlarged when the Government builds a dam, wher- 
ever it may be built, nor is it diminished when the Government licenses 
a private utility to build a dam. 

In either case, this inherent power inures in the Government. The 
building of private utility dams in the Hells Canyon stretch of the 
Snake River under Government license, does not take away such power 
as the Constitution reposes in the Government over the water in Hells 
Canyon. The constitutional right of some future Congress to deal 
with that water is not abrogated. 

The Federal jurisdiction over the water in “navigable streams” 
stems from article I, section 8, clause 3, of the United States Constitu- 
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tion, the interstate commerce clause. . A long line of decisions of the 
United States Supreme Court affirms that this clause authorizes Fed- 
eral regulation of waterways, since “commerce includes navigation” 
(Gilman v. Philadelphia, 1866, 3. Wall. 718, 724). 

It is the commerce clause of the Constitution as interpreted by the 
Supreme Court, which supports the Congress in the right to develop 
hydroelectric power, and to sell it. 

. The authority of the United States is as broad as the needs of com- 
merce, and includes flood protection, watershed development, and re- 
covery of the cost of improvements through the utilization of power 
(Ashwander v. TV A, 297 U.S. 299). 

If anything further is necessary to demonstrate the point, the Fed- 
eral Power Act’s provision concerning the power of condemnation of 
private dams, licensed by public agencies of either the State or Fed- 
eral Government, furnishes complete proof that the same Federal 
power is involved: 

* * * the right of the United States or any State or municipality to take over, 
maintain, and operate any project licensed under this chapter at any time by 
condemnation proceedings upon payment of just compensation is expressly re- 
sérved (Federal Power Act, 16 U.S. C., sec. 807). 

The Federal rights in the commerce clause of the Constitution are 
not self-executing. They require further legislative or judicial action. 

Thus, if the Hells Canyon bill were to be passed, section 2 would 
express the will of the Congress that these powers will be exercised in 
such a way as to make the operation of the Hells Canyon Dam subor- 
dinate to State water law. 

Through this bill, the Congress can exercise these powers to make 
it clear that the use of the water in the Hells Canyon stretch of the 
river may not conflict with the priority rights of present or future 
irrigators upstream. 

‘For the first time in the long history of Government dam build- 
ing in the West, a specter in the form of a water-rights scare has been 
raised to obstruct a worthy project. 

Those who have been led to believe that this specter has substance 
have, I submit, permitted their emotions to becloud their reasoning; 
at least I would call your attention to the manifest inconsistency 
of their position. 

~ Worried about a Federal constitutional power, these opponents of 
the Hells Canyon Dam choose to ignore that it is the same power 
that authorizes licenses to construct private dams. Worried about the 
impact on irrigation of a high dam, they choose to ignore that the 
alternative low dams are hydrologically the more demanding upon the 
flow of the river in irrigation season. Worried about one Federal dam 
at one site as an encroachment on water rights, they choose to ignore 
that, upstream and downstream, Federal dams have been generating 

ower without encroachment on water rights, since the beginning of 

overnment dam building in the West, and that the revenues from a 
Government dam, like the Hells Canyon Dam, can be used to pay for 
the very irrigation water the Government is making available. 

I believe that the farmers of Idaho have confidence that their Gov- 
ernment, which for 50 years has consistently advanced the cause of 
irrigation in the West, can be relied upon to respect water rights. 
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Far from being the vehicles for taking it away, Government dams 
have actually been the vehicles for bringing water to the farmers. 

Idaho irrigators have not been troubled “by Government develop- 
ment on the Snake River or its tributaries. Private utility develop- 
ment, however, has at times proved very costly to our irrigators. 

For example, there are many in Idaho who still remember that a 
million dollars was added to the cost that the farmers had to bear 
for the American Falls Dam, in compensation to a private licensee 
for the less of largely undeveloped power rights it claimed on the 
river, 

And everyone genuinely interested in future reclamation develop- 
ment for Idaho, upstream on the Snake River, should take note of 
the fact that any new upstream diversion which reduces power output 
at the C. J. Strike Dam near Mountain Home, will entitle the Idaho 
Power Co., under the terms of its license, to full damages. 

These damages, should they occur, the farmers will bear, for that 
will constitute an added increment to the cost of any such irrigation 
project. 

When this situation, involving a private utility dam on the Snake 
River, is compared to the unequivocal rights reserved to the upstream 
irrigators, in this bill for the proposed Hells Canyon Dam, it will 
become clear to the farmers of Idaho that they are being sold short 
by people who have either been deluded, or who are more interested 
in a private utility than they are in the future of farming in Idaho. 

In summary, I urge this committee to favorably recommend the 
Hells Canyon bill for passage. The bill is consistent with my belief 
that our water resources must not be wastefully exploited. The Hells 
Canyon site is one of those that calls for the construction of a high 
dam of the kind that only the Government can build. The Hells 
Canyon Dam will prove a good investment. It will pay for it- 
self, with interest besides. It will produce the maximum amount of 
electricity at the lowest feasible rates. 

It will promote new industrial growth in Idaho and in the North- 
west, and it will furnish us a means in time to help defray the costs 
of future reclamation projects, upon which the growth of Idaho, 
and of the West itself, will come more and more to depend. 

It is a bill that puts the people’s interest before any special interest. 
It isa good bill. Itshould pass. 

Senator Anperson. I am just trying to find the matters that came 
up in the hearing last year where we thought nerhaps the interest 
in water rights had grown.to some degree out of a recent decision, 
which had reference to the areas in the State of Washington which 
seemed to change to some degree the law of the river as we had under- 
stood it up to this point. 

I am going to say again that I have tried now steadily for 2 years 
to get somebody to give me a digest of these 6 or 8 cases. I have asked 
the same person in the Department of the Interior steadily for it so 

‘that a layman might have some idea of what is involved in the series 
ofcases. I still hope to get it. 

If I do not get it any other way, I will ask the committee to give 
me an appropriation to get it. 

Are there any further questions? 
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Senator Warxrns. I just want to call the Senator’s attention to one 
item. 

I only heard the last part of the statement. You say: 

I believe that the farmers of Idaho have confidence that their Government 
which for 50 years has consistently advanced the cause of irrigation in the West, 
can be relied upon to respect the water rights. 

We have not had too much trouble with the Government in respect 
to water rights until very recently when the question was raised in 
connection with the Pelton Dam case up in Oregon. Other States 
do not respect the water rights and that is precisely the difficulty we 
had in the Colorado legislation that passed last year. 

Nothwithstanding the fact that we even had a compact, a solemn 
agreement, with those people, and we had passed a bill wherein they 
had agreed to pass State laws wherein they agreed to accept certain 
limitations on Colorado River water use, we had all this and that did 
not stop them from trying to stop our water development. 

Senator Cuurcu. To what specifically do you have reference, so 
that I can follow your argument ? 

Senator Warxtns. I have reference to the situation on the Colorado 
in which southern California tried to upset even the legislation that 
had been passed and, of course, they are now fighting even the matter 
of the compact. 

And the recent testimony that was offered and received before the 
master for the Supreme Court indicated California would go back 
now even beyond the compact, and claim rights by reason of prior 
use. 

Senator Cuurcn. I recognize there have been, and no doubt there 
will continue to be, conflicts between the States with respect to water. 

Let me say in that connection that I am not adverse to compacts 
that deal with rivers flowing through several States. I think that 
frequently these compacts can be helpful. 


As you know, I joined as a cosponsor in your bill which will give 


the necessary congressional consent to the compact that pertains to the 
Bear River and involves your State and Wyoming and my State. 
It may be that a Columbia River compact would prove to be helpful 
in ironing out the troubled feelings that sometimes obstruct efficient 
development of the Columbia River. 

And I think that perhaps a compact could be helpful in that respect. 
So I do not oppose these compacts, but I do not think that the argu- 
ment that has been raised with reference to water rights in my State 
as it relates to the construction of the Hells Canyon Dam is based upon 
a valid premise. 

It is that particular point that I have wanted to expound upon in 
the presentation I have made here before this committee. 

Senator Warxrns. I notice you are willing to rely upon a statute 
which, of course, can be amended or repealed rather than to rely upon 
a compact which, after it is entered into, will be difficult to set aside. 

Senator Cuurcn. I take issue with you there, Senator. I think if 
you are looking for absolute protection that it will be exceedingly 
difficult to find it. A compact can be entered into and agreed to be- 
tween several States and it may be binding as between those States, 
but under the Constitution of the United States the Federal Govern- 
men must give its consent and once it gives its consent there is nothing 
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to prevent the Federal Government at some later time from withdraw- 
ing or modifying that consent. 

n other words, there is no absolute protection in a compact any 
more than there is absolute protection in a statute. 

Senator Warxins. It has not been so much the trouble with the 
Government as with the States. If we had not had a compact on the 
Colorado we would be out completely. 

Senator Cuurcu. That may be so. 

. Senator Warkrns. If I were advising water users, and particularl 
in a State that had a lot of land that could be cultivated and irrigated, 
and the water supply is not unlimited, I certainly would advise them 
not to take anything less than an agreement between the States that 
are involved. 

That is the only safe way for them to proceed. 

Senator Cuurcu. Let me say in the first place that those who raise 
the water-rights scare in connection with the Hells Canyon Dam 

Senator Warkrns. It isnot ascare. It is an actuality, I assure you. 

Senator Cuurcu. Those who raise the argument direct it not against 
the States, but against the Federal Government. It is Federal en- 
croachment which they fear. 

To follow their reasoning, they say they want protection against 
new possible Federal encroachment. They do not take issue with the 
protective provisions which are in the pending bill, but they say those 
provisions might be changed at some later date. 

Now, my suggestion is this, that a compact, though I do not oppose 
it, and think that perhaps it might prove helpful for further develop- 
ment in the entire basin, does not give absolute protection any more 
than a statute does because legislation once authorized by the Con- 
gress can be withdrawn or modified in the same way that a statute pro- 
vision can be modified in the future. 

So I say that the premise upon which this argument is urged is not 
a valid premise. 

Neither a compact nor a statute can forever forestall future Con- 
gresses from changing their position. 

Senator Watkins. I do not agree with you with respect to a com- 
pact. Of course, the Government can take anything in the United 
States it needs for public use. 

Senator Cuurcu. This bears out the major point I make in this 
statement, that the constitutional power is inherent in the Federal 
Government whether a private dam is built under a license in Hells 
Canyon or whether a Government dam is built. 

Therefore, I do not think that the argument is relevant to the ques- 
tion of whether or not we should build one type of dam or the other, 
because the inherent power of the Government over the water in the 
river derives from the Constitution and continues in one case or the 
other. 

Senator Warxkins. You have a far different situation as a practical 
matter. The lower dam does not require nearly so much water down 
at that point as would the higher dam; nearly four times as much 
at the higher dam as at the lower dam. That is the difference. 

Senator Carrotu. Is not the principle the same, Senator ? 

Senator Cuurcu. The principle that is worked upon and the prin- 
ciple that is talked about by those who raise the water argument has 
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to do with the power in the Federal Government and the ar gument 
is that construction of a dam in the Hells Canyon will be a vehicle for 
the Federal Government to exercise this power, perhaps at some future 
date, in a way that could jeopardize the water rights in Idaho. 

I say that the Federal dam is not a vehicle any more than the pri- 
vate dams are a safeguard so far as this power is concerned. 

Senator Warxrns. Idaho has complete control over the power com- 
panies: so far as regulation of water wholly within the State is con- 
cerned. The power company gets its license from Idaho as well as 
from the Federal Government. 

Senator Cuurcu. In that connection, I would make this point, and 
I think it needs to be made. 

It is perfectly clear, I think, legally, that the licenses that have 
been obtained by the Idaho Power Co. in the Hells Canyon stretch of 
the river are Federal licenses and that the Federal license is the license 
that prevails in the case of any inconsistency with a State license. In 
fact, the Idaho Power Co, has made that clear in Oregon where first 
no compliance at all was made with the Oregon law after much pre- 
vious talk in the Hells Canyon controversy about States rights. 

And then more recently the Idaho Power Co. has made it clear 
that it feels that it is not bound in any way by the State law, and that 
1s so, because in that. stretch of the river it is the Federal Government 

“ander the Contitution” that has jurisdiction. 

And compliance with State law is not necessary. 

Senator Warxins. Do you have the citation for the claim that Idaho 
has nothing to do with it? 

Senator Neupercer. The Idaho Power Co. went ahead with its con- 
struction at the Brownlee Dam without obtaining a license from the 
Oregon Hydroelectric Commission as is required under the Oregon 
law. They went right ahead, willy-nilly. 

Senator Watkins. Of course, “if they violated the Oregon law it 
would be up to the Oregon people to enforce it. 

Senator Cuurcu. I think the Constitution makes it clear and all 
the cases before the Supreme Court make it clear, that where a navi- 
gable stream is involved the ultimate jurisdiction over the water in 
the river with respect to dams of this kind and the licensing of dams 
of this kind, inheres in the Federal Government. 

Senator Warxkrns. Are you following the Rankin line on that ? 

Senator Cuurcn. I think there is no dispute constitutionally. 

Senator Warxins. There seems to be a very serious dispute as to 
whether the Government can interfere with the water rights and 
whether it actually owns the water rights. 

Senator Cuurcu. I think there can be no dispute on the point I 
make here, that insofar as license is concerned, on a navigable stream, 
the provision for Federal license prevails in any case where a conflict 
prevails between those provisions and the provisions of the State 
license. 

Senator Warkins. I would not be so sure about that. That is 
quite a broad statement you are making. 

I have had some experience in that field. I think that is a generaliza- 
tion you probably would not be able to back up. 

Senator Cuurcu. I think that can be backed up with very valid 
constitutional citations. And with respect to the legal question there, 
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I think that the Federal Power is clear in licensing, applicable, of 
course, in a case like the Hells Canyon case where a navigable stream 
is involved. 

But the point I make is simply this: that whatever the power of the 
Federal Government may be, for it is not necessary for us to dispute 
in connection with that power, whatever the power of the Federal 
Government may be—— ; 

Senator Warkrns. That is one of the things that is in dispute right 
now. 

Senator Cuurcn. That may be so, but the point I make in this state- 
ment is this: Regardless of what the Federal Power may be, whatever 
it is, it stems from the Constitution itself. Whatever it is, it persists 
whether a Government dam is built at a given site or whether private 
dams are built under a Government license. 

And the construction of private dams in the Hells Canyon does 
not diminish that power any more than the construction of the Hells 
Canyon Dam would enlarge it. 

That is why I say that while this argument has been used as an ob-° 
jection to the Hells Canyon Dam, it is not based on a valid premise. 

Senator Warkins. The question could not arise on a stream where 
there is plenty of water, and the first dams put in probably would 
not interfere with anybody’s right and they never could. 

The demand for water is inereasing all the time; possibilities are, 
therefore, for greater use of it, and you get to a point where an addi- 
tional dam may tie up a stream and take away some of the other 
rights. 

It is the last one that comes along—the newest dam on the stream— 
that raises the question. 

The principle might be the same, but there would be no practical 
way of raising it unless the right is interfered with. 

Senator Cuurcu. I appreciate that, Senator, and I will not attempt 
to testify with respect to the water in the Snake River and the require- 
ments of the high dam at Hells Canyon. I will defer to the judgment 
of those who are better qualified in that matter and I think that pre- 
vious testimony before this committee has made it clear from experts 


_no less qualified than the water master on the Snake River itself, 


that there is not only plenty of water in the river to meet the needs 
of the dam but there is plenty of water in the river to meet those 
needs and all foreseeable future reclamation needs in the State of 
Idaho as well. 

Senator Warxins. There is a conflict on that. 

Senator Cuurcu. The testimony I have seen from the sources that I 
heretofore have mentioned seems very convincing to me and comes 
from the best source I can think of, from men who over the years 
have had the most to do with the water in the Snake and know the 
most about it. 

Senator Watkins. As far as I am concerned, I know we could 
argue on this for 2 or 3 hours, but I will argue it at a different place. 

Senator Anprerson. Senator Watkins, we argued about it 2 or 3 
days in the other hearing. I am just reading some of the testimony 
of Mr. Holden and others. It isa long subject. 

Senator Warkins. There is a conflict in the testimony. A lot of it is 
opinion evidence. It has to be necessarily. 
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Senator Anperson. I want to get in the record again that I de- 
sire a digest of the law applicable in this field. I do not expect to get 
it. I thought if we could get the Pelton Dam case—— 

Senator Warxins. We have a number of other cases, too. 

Senator ANprerson. There was one just a short time back that seemed 
to change the thing a whole lot—the Gerlach case, the California case, 
and if we could get a whole series of those condensed a bit and what the 
issues were and what the Court held, it would make it a little easier for 
the lay members of the committee to get it. 

I am going to ask the committee to try to get that done. It ought 
to be possible. 

Senator Warkzins. It might be helpful to the lawyers, too, because 
we seem to be somewhat divided on the point, not only laymen. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Holden was quoting decisions and he quoted 
one with reference to the Federal Power case. He said: 

This act is purely a regulatory measure. A Federal license is not an original 
grant of authority, but is permission to use a State’s grant of authority. 

That got me just a little confused. 

Senator Warxrns. That is a direct reply to what our distinguished 
young friend has been arguing. 

Senator Cuurcnu. I would not only take issue with that statement, 
but I think the United States Supreme Court in a long and consistent 
series of opinions also takes issue with that statement. 

Senator Anpnerson. The trouble is that there are those of us who 
do not find all these decisions of the Supreme Court consistent. They 
may be, but just to the outsider that takes a look at them, there seems 
to be quite a difference between some of the early cases and the Pelton 
Dam case and the Gerlach case. 

I am just going to read what he said about the Gerlach case: 

In that case the Court said the Government had elected to establish water 
rights for a Federal project under State law. The Supreme Court held in that 
case that, notwithstanding the power that the United States might have because 
the project related to a navigable stream, the United States was in fact limited 
as to existing rights established under State law. 

There the Government elected to proceed and establish its rights under State 
law, and the Supreme Court held in that case that, having made the election, 
it could not then come in and assert its other authority. 

That is why I say that this is probably very simple to those who 
have studied law, but it becomes a little complicated to those who have 
not. 

_ I quite agree with Senator Watkins that we could spend many days 
In argument. 

Senator Dworshak, do you have any questions ? 

Senator DworsnHax. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that dis- 
tinguished attorneys violently disagree over the legal aspects of an 
interstate compact, I, as a layman, would certainly hesitate to intrude. 

Senator Anperson. Senator Allott? 

Senator Atnorr. Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to put this off on a 
side issue either, but in view of the fact I am here present and in view 
of one of the statements the Senator from Idaho has made, I must 
at least make a statement about it so that it does not go unchallenged. 

That is his statement that the United States may withdraw its con- 
sent on compacts between any States at any time. This matter of 
litigation between States is not a new thing, nor is it a light thing. 
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I am sure the Senator from New Mexico, in relation to Colorado, 
realizes that. 

The State of Colorado has been engaged in numerous long lasting 
cases; one has gone from 1907 to 1924 with Kansas, and a subsequent 
suit with Kansas. It has litigation with Wyoming and also with 
Nebraska. - 

I have just been checking section 10 of article 1, which is the origi- 
nal clause which I would like to read into the record. It says: 

No State shall, without the consent of Congress, lay any duty of tonnage, keep 
troops, or ships of war in time of peace, enter into any agreement or compact 
with another State, or with a foreign power, or engage in war, unless actually 
invaded or in such imminent danger as will not admit of delay. 

But the acceptance of statements, and I would say rather an aston- 
ishing statement of the Senator from Idaho, that this could be with- 
drawn, is something that certainly I do not believe there is any cover- 
ing, and it is inconceivable that two States could enter into a compact, 
for example, covering rights under the Rio Grande or under the 
Arkansas, or under the Platte, or under the Colorado and, after they 
had invested millions and millions of dollars pursuant to that in the 
development of water resources, find that the Government could arbi- 
trarily withdraw its consent. 

Senator Warxins. The only way the Government could take over 
its water right or anything of that sort is that it could condemn and 
then pay for it. 

Senator Cuurcu. Could I make my point clear, because I believe 
it was made in an extemporaneous way in an exchange with Senator 
Watkins. 

The point I make is this: That a compact entered into between 
States would have the force of a contract between States and would 
be binding upon the contractual parties. 

Senator Attorr. More than that, it has the force of law. 

Senator Cuurcnu. That is true. It is given the force of law under 
the Constitution when the Congress gives its consent. 

The point I wanted to make and perhaps I did not make myself clear 
enough, is this: that insofar as the Government binds itself to a con- 
tractual commitment, of course the Federal Government as well as 
State government, must honor that commitment. 

But the point I want to make is that the inherent power granted 
to the Federal Government, under the Constitution cannot be delegated 
away by statute or compact or otherwise by the Congress, and, there- 
fore, at any later time should the Congress so decide to do it, it eould 
take action modifying its original position, but if that action involved 
valuable rights of the citizens or of the States involved, of course, it 
would necessarily have to entail just compensation under the powers of 
eminent domain. 

Senator Warxrns. That being an entirely different situation. 

Senator Cuurcu. Yes. 

Senator Au.orr. You see, the bare principle which you announced 
could cause the Senator from New Mexico and many of the rest of 
us here, to grow a little bit gray haired overnight. 

Senator Cuurcn. I wanted to clarify that position to make it more 
specific so that you could understand the point I was making. 

Senator Watkins. The Government has never withdrawn from any 
of the compacts because they are usually on interstate streams and the 
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Government has to consent and the Government becomes a party to 
the compact. 

Senator Cuurcu. Nor would I anticipate that the Government 
would withdraw in connection with a compact in the Columbia Basin, 
once consent was given. 

But by the same token, I want to call your attention to the fact that 

for 50 years with respect to statutory protection for upstream irri- 
gators, the Government has been consistent as well. 
. I don’t think there is any more reason to believe that in the future 
the Government would renege on a statutory protection any more than. 
they would renege on a commitment made and consent to legislation 
in a compact. 

Senator Watkins. I am telling you the 11 or 12 years’ experience I 
have had here as a Senator indicates to me they will do most anything. 

Senator Cuurcu. If this is so we must remember it will be so in the 
case of a compact as well as in the case of a statute. 

Senator Warxkrns. I do not think so. It does not have the same 
solemnity as acompact. A statute can be amended, but it is difficult to 
amend a contract without consent of the other parties. 

Senator Anperson. I do think we ought to put in the record at this 
point the fact that from page 28 on through, we put into the report 
last year the fact that the Congress did have a perfect right to go 
ahead and amend compacts and withdraw its approval of them. 

I do not know how compelling it was, but there is a list of Supreme 
Court decisions. 

» Senator Warxrns. TI do not know who prepared the statement, but 
I do not think that is actually true. 

Senator Anprrson. I started to say it is regrettable when we get 
through with some one of these we do not go into a sort of committee as 
a whole on some of these things and review what we have turned out. 

Article VII-D of the proposed compact states: 

This compact shall become effective only if Federal law accepting and imple- 
menting the provisions of subdivision A of this article with respect to develop- 
_ ments wholly or partly in downstream States constructed by or under the 

authority of the United States is enacted as part of the legislation giving the 


consent of the Congress to this compact and shall continue to be operative only 
while such law remains in effect. 


Senator Cuurcu. That, Mr. Chairman, is the point I was trying to 
make in connection with this discussion. 
Senator ANpERsON. This is our brief: 


This provision is a clear acceptance and admission by the drafters of the com- 
act of the fact that the initial and continued effectivness of the compact is 
ependent upon the will of the Congress. 

Even in the absence of such a provision in the compact, Supreme Court decisions 
leave no room for doubt concerning the fact that any interstate compact may be 
modified by inconsistent Federal legislation within the field of a delegated power. 
(1801), 1 Cr. 45, 91-92). In another case which has stood unchallenged for 100 
years, the Supreme Court said: 

It is also urged that this act of Congress is void, for the reason that it is 
inconsistent with the compact between the States of Virginia and Kentucky, at 
the time of the admission of the latter into the Union * * * which compact was 
assented to by Congress at the time of the admission of the State. 

*- a * OK of * 
‘The question here is, whether or not the compact can operate as a restriction 
upon the power of Congress under the Constitution to regulate commerce among 
the several States? Clearly not. Otherwise Congress and two States would 
possess the power to modify and alter the Constitution itself. 
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This is so plain that it is unnecessary to pursue the argument further (Penn-: 
sylWwania v. Wheeling & Belmont Bridge Co., 18 Howard 421, 344 (1856) ). 

The committee therefore concludes that section 2 of S. 1333 as 
amended provides protection to existing and future water rights under: 
State law fully as effective as could “be provided by the proposed 
Columbia River Basin compact. 

The case that was cited was in 1856. I want to say that these things 
have been under discussion. 

Senator Cuurcn. I thank the chairman for pointing those cases up. 

I would like to just say this: in connection with them they formed 
the basis for the statement I have made several times here this morn- 
ing, that those who have raised the water rights cry against the Hells 
Canyon Dam and who are demanding absolute protection that goes 
far and beyond anything that has characteristically been included in 
connection with other Government dams, built or building or planned 
to be built, overlook the fact that the compact which they would like’ 
to have and which I would like to assist in getting, does not give abso-' 
lute protection any more than a statute gives absolute protection. 

I think that what we ought to do is to return to a more reasonable 
ground upon which to appraise this dam; recognize that whatever 
power exists in the Federal Government over the waters in the Hells 
Canyon inheres in the Federal Government by virtue of the Constitu- 
tion itself, and that the construction of a Federal dam neither enhances 
the power, neither confers the power, nor does the construction of 
private dams by a private utility company under a Government license 
take away the power. It remains there. 

Senator Watkins. Whatever is in the Constitution is in the Consti- 
tution, that is true; but you cannot raise that question ordmar ily. 
unless you are injur ed. 

For instance, if a dam is being built and it does not bring about any, 
injury or any threat of injury, then you cannot raise the question. No 
right is invaded. 

Senator Cuurcu. The point that I would like to reiterate again is 
that the power of the Government over water, and it is the power of, 
the Government that these critics say they fear, the power of the 
Gover nment over the water remains the same in one case or the other,’ 
in the case of a Government dam or in the case of a private dai, so’ 
far as the water in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake river is con: 
cerned. 

Therefore, I say, it is not a valid argument upon which to voice an 
objection to the construction of a Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Warxins. We can argue that out further. I do not hope, 
to convert you here. 

Senator Anprerson. I would be happy if we could continue our legal 
argument at a later time. I am not trying to be critical of what is 
taking place because I have participated in this. We could argue 
this and undoubtedly will argue it in the committee when we decide 
on whether or not to report out the bill. 

I would like to put in the record a paper which we requested with 
reference to these matters of whether a compact need be entered into 
and whether Congress can guarantee the rights and equities of the 
State. It is inthe nature of perhaps a little brief on the subject. 

I am embarrassed by the fact that the author is a man who probably 
should not have his name brought into it and I therefore give it only 
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= ee that I say I have confidence in the character of the indi- 
vidual. 

I think it might be helpful to see the citations in it. I would like 
to put it in the record at this point because it deals with the discus- 
sion, particularly the Gerlach case and the fact that the Government 
in the Gerlach case did guarantee that the State rights would be ob- 
served and the Supreme Court held that that vas a proper thing for 
the Congress to do. 

If there is no objection, I will be glad to put it in the record. 

If there is any question later, I will be glad to take it out. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 

Marcu 5, 1957. 


COMMENTS RESPECTING OPPOSITION TO HELLS CANYON DAM LEGISLATION 


Strenuous opposition is being interposed to the Hells Canyon Dam legislation. 
There have been advanced in that connection three principal contentions, all 
pertaining to State-Federal relationship, They are in substance these: 

1. It is necessary that a compact be entered into among the States of the 
Columbia River Basin prior to the enactment of legislation authorizing the 
Hells Canyon Dam; 

2. Though safeguards have been written into present legislation, there are 
threats of subsequent actions by Congress which may dissipate them ; 

3. Finally this query: Can an act of Congress guarantee the rights and 
equities of a State apportionment of water ? 

Those matters will be considered in the order in which they are presented. 


1. It is necessary that a compact be entered into among the States of the Colum- 
bia River Basin prior to the enactment of legislation authorizing the Hells 
Canyon Dam 


It is abundantly manifest that any argument respecting the need of a compact 
among the States.prior to the legislation in question is simply a dilatory tactic. 
There is no need for a compact among the States before the National Government 
is empowered to exercise its authority under the Constitution in connection with 
the Columbia River and its tributaries. A different principle would subject river 
development to the control of the States; indeed, it would accord to one State a 
veto power over river development by its simple refusal to compact. 

The history of the Colorado River development is much in point. There 
Arizona refused to sign the Colorado River Compact which was first negotiated 
in 1922. That refusal did not prevent the development of the Colorado. To the 
contrary, while it is true a six-State compact omitting Arizona was entered into, 
that covenant did not in any way relate to the powers of the National Govern- 
ment to proceed without it. The Boulder Canyon Project Act became law and 
the Boulder Canyon project, which includes Hoover Dam, was undertaken and 
prosecuted to completion. It was not until 1944 that the State of Arizona rati- 
fied the compact. 

Arizona’s efforts to prevent the construction of the Boulder Canyon project 
and the development of the Colorado River presents a case history giving rise to 
three very important decisions. They bear directly upon the powers of the Na- 
tional Government to proceed with project development over State opposition.’ 
In the earliest decision Justice Brandeis enunciated the rule sustaining the im- 
munity of the National Government from State control in river development : 

“The claim that quasi-Sovereign rights of Arizona will be invaded by the mere 
construction of the dam and reservoir rests upon the fact that both structures 
will be located partly within the State. At Black Canyon, the site of the dam, 
the middle channel of the river is the boundary between Nevada and Arizona. 
The latter’s statutes prohibit the construction of any dam whatsoever until 
written approval of plans and specifications shall have been obtained from the 
State engineer; and the statutes declare in terms that this provision applies to 
dams to be erected by the United States. Arizona Laws 1929, (ch. 102, secs. 1-4). 





1 Arizona v. California, 283 U. 8. 423 (1931). Arizona v. California, 292 U. 8. 341 
(1934). Arizona v. California, 298 U.S. 558 (1936). 
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See also Revised Code of 1928 (secs, 3280-3286).: The United States has not 
secured such approval; nor has any application been made by Wilbur, who is 
proceeding to construct said dam in complete disregard of this law of Arizona. 

“The United States may perform its functions without conforming to the 
police regulations of a State. Johnson v. Maryland (254 U. S. 51); Hunt v, 
United States (278 U. S. 96). If Congress has power to authorize the econstruc- 
tion of the dam and reservoir, [Secretary] Wilbur is under no obligation to sub- 
mit the plans and specifications to the State engineer for approval. And the 
Federal Government has the power to create this obstruction in the river for the 
purpose of improving navigation if the Colorado River is navigable.” 

Perhaps the prime example of extensive development absent a compact is the 
Columbia River itself. Grand Coulee, The Dalles, and Bonneville enrich the 
vast northwestern empire although the States have never entered into a compact. 
Hells Canyon Dam would be a supplement to those great sources of hydroelectric 
power, making possible further advancement both in that region and the Nation 
as a whole. 

Brief reference is warranted to the objective sought to be attained by the so- 
called consent clause of the Constitution. It is as follows: : 


“No State shall, without the consent of the Congress, * * * enter into any 
Agreement or Compact with another State * * *,”? 

That clause, says Story, is requisite “in order to check any infringement of 
the rights of the National Government [by the States] ; and at the same time, a 
total prohibition to enter into any compact or agreement might be attended with 
permanent inconvenience or public mischief.”* Madison states: “[it is] well 
calculated at once to secure to the States a reasonable discretion in providing 
for the conveniency of their imports and exports, and to the United States a 
reasonable check against the abuse of this discretion.” * But even the permissive 
agreements may affect the interests of States other than those parties to them: 
“Therefore Congress must exercise national supervision through its power to 
grant or withhold consent, or grant it under appropriate conditions, The framers 
thus astutely created a mechanism of legal control over affairs that are projected 
beyond State lines and yet may not call for, nor be. capable of, national treat- 
ment. They allowed interstate adjustments but duly safeguarded the national 
interest.”° On various occasions the “consent” provision of the Constitution 
has been before our highest Court.° 

Those succinct comments disclose the function of interstate compacts as they 
relate to the National Government. From them it is clear that the compact 
method of conducting interstate activities is but an adjunct to attain the ends 
desired by the Constitution ; it was never intended to function as a restraint upon 
or condition to the performance of Federal functions. 

Assuming valid the assertion that a compact is requisite prior to the enact. 
ment of the legislation in question, a review of tthe Columbia interstate compact 
as proposed reveals numerous problems which in themselves are barriers, Prime 
object of that proposed compact appears to be the fettering of the National 
Government. Thus the remedy suggested is in itself repellent to sound river 
development. 

IN SUMMARY 


The contention that there is a need for a compact is clearly erroneous for— 

No State or group of States should be permitted to comport themselves 

in a manner which would preclude the remainder of the 48 States from carry- 

ing forward a policy—in this case the construction of the Hells Canyon 

project—for the benefit of the Nation as a whole. 

In simplest terms, the development of the Columbia River and its tributaries, 

including the Snake River, is a nationwide problem. Provision must be made 

for the present population of 170 million and the future generations which will 
need a broad base if our standard of living is to be maintained and enhanced. 


2 Constitution of the United States, art I, see. 10. clause 3. 

*2 Story on the Constitution, 5th ed., 1403, p. 273. 

4 The Federalist, No. 44, 1914, p. 308. 

5 Frankfurter and Landis, 34 Yale Journal, 685, 694, 695. 

® Dyer v. Sima, 341 U. S. 22, 26 (1950): Hinderlider v. LaPlata Co., 304 U. § 92, 110 


ioe) ; See also cases cited in Frankfurter and Landis, 34 Yale Law Journal, 625% 694, 
eo. 
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2. Though safeguards have been written into present legislation, there are 
threats of subsequent actions by Congress which may dissipate them 


It is inconceivable that future action by the Congress may be viewed as a 
“threat.” Congress, as will be seen, may assure owners of rights to the use of 
water that their rights will be given full protection under the Constitution. Any 
future Congress must be free to enact legislation on all subjects, including the 
matter here under consideration. A departure from that concept would be 
tantamount to precluding 1 of the 3 great branches of the Government from 
performing its functions. A logical sequitur of any effort by one Congress to 
restrict the functions of any future Congress would be contrary to all concepts 
of sound government. Thus there is no constitutional authority in the Congress 
to enact legislation which would abrogate the authorities conferred upon it and 
assurance need not be given against threats of the nature mentioned. Confidence 
in legislative morality it would seem is necessarily a part of the democratic 
processes. 


8. Finally this query: Can an act of Congress guarantee the rights and equities 
of a State apportionment of water? 

Congress can undoubtedly guarantee rights to the use of water recognized under 
State law. A prime example of guaranties of that character appears in the 
Gerlach case.’ Our highest Court in recognizing such guaranties considered the 
legislative background of the Central Valley project of California which was 
there involved. Relying upon the clear intendment of Congress to protect vested 
rights which might be invaded by the project then under consideration it stated : 
“We think it clear that throughout the conception, enactment and subsequent ad- 
ministration of the plan [Central Valley project plan], Congress has recognized 
the property status of water rights vested under California law. * * * we need 
not here pass on any question of constitutional power; for we do not find that 
Congress has attempted to take or authorized the taking, without compensa- 
tion, of any rights valid under State law. * * * We conclude that, whether re- 
quired to do so or not, Congress elected to recognize any State-created rights 
and to take them under its power of eminent domain.” ® 

Thus it is manifest that the Congress can and in fact has guaranteed the 
sanctity of rights to the use of water on an allegedly navigable stream, the San 
Joaquin River. It is free from doubt that the Congress may give a similar guar- 
anty to rights on the Snake River. Undoubtedly the argument will be urged 
that the rights are not guaranteed when the owner is only accorded the value 
of the rights should they be taken. To that argument it should be pointed out that 
there are no rights privately owned which are not subject to the transcendent 
power of the sovereign, State or Federal, which may not be taken pursuant to 
the power of eminent domain conditioned in every instance upon the payment 
of just compensation. 

In brief summary it may be concluded that none of the propositions raised 
constitutes a valid objection to the Hells Canyon project. Equally manifest is the 
fact that they may be interposed to any interstate river development. If con- 
sidered valid they or any one of them could forestall or defeat any and all under- 
takings of that nature. 


Senator Atxorr. Mr. Chairman, I would like'to say, too, that I with- 
draw from a continuance of this argument at this time on the sugges- 
tion of the Chairman. 

To me there are very marked differentiations in the cases quoted in 
the original report and certainly when the whole committee meets I 
will vigorously object to the provision of any such language in the 
report. 

Senator Anperson. In the report? 

Senator Attorr. The implication that where you have rights vested 
under a State compact that Congress may at will withdraw its consent. 

Senator Anperson. If the Supreme Court has said that several 


times, would not the Congress, affirming otherwise, change the law 
of the land ? 


7 United States v. Gerlach Live Stock Co., 339 U. S. 725 (1949). 
§ Ibid., 339 U. S. 725, 736, 737, 739 (1949). 
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Senator Warkins. The water itself is involved, not merely the right 
to travel up and down as a matter of commerce like your Virginia case. 

Senator AtLorr. Apparently the Wheeling case is not in line or on 
fours with this matter at all. It was on navigation and a bridge. 

I do not want to continue this matter now, in accordance with the 
request of the Chairman. I think it is a matter that can be beat out 
later. 

Senator Anprrson. Yes. My only point is that there are witnesses 
here and we might sit down a day or two for argument among ourselves 
which I think would be helpful on this question. 

Senator Watkins. I think it would be a waste of time to argue 
among ourselves. We went through it last year and when we got 
through we did not convert anybody on either side of the case. 

Senator ANpErRsoN. A man once told me he was open to conviction 
and he could not find a damn soul to convince him. 

Senator Warkins. You have a group of lawyers that are taking 
positions on it and it is a poor Jawyer who cannot justify his position 
on something. 

I think it is a waste of time to try to argue it out in the committee. 
We know you are going to report some kind of bill. 

There is only one thing to do and that is report it and fight it out 
where a decision can be made. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, I think there should be, just 
by reference, a note in this present hearing record to pages 507 of 
the hearings of 1955, 507 and succeeding pages, to the testimony of 
Mr. Lynn Crandall, who has been for 27 years now the watermaster 
on the Snake River, to the general effect that the amount of water 
needed for the high Government dam and the three low dams of the 
Idaho Power Co. is substantially the same. At least. we should make 
reference to that. 

Senator AnpErson. He was here and testified and reaffirmed his 
testimony on a previous occasion. 

If thera are no further questions, I will ask Mr. Riter to come to 
the stand and to give us his comparison between the Pleasant Valley 
project and the Hells Canyon project. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF JOHN R. RITER, CHIEF DEVELOPMENT 
ENGINEER, BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, DENVER, COLO. 


Mr. Rrrer. Now, Mr. Chairman, I would like to preface my re- 
marks with this statement: 

It has been very difficult to make a comparison between the high 
Hells Canyon Dam and the high Pleasant Valley Dam because the 
basic reports were based on different methods of analysis. 

However, using the special report dated October 1956 on the high 
Pleasant Valley Dam as a basis of analysis, I have prepared a com- 
parison. 

In that report, the annual power values were estimated on the basis 
of dependable capacity and average annual salable generation, in a 
manner somewhat similar to the method described on pages 451 to 
453 of the May 1955 hearings on S. 1333. ; 
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In comparing the power values shown in the October 1956 special 
report with the studies presented in the 1955 hearings, the following 
differences were noted : 

1. In the 1956 special report, somewhat heavi ier average future up- 
stream irrigation depletions were used resulting in slightly lower 
average annual future streamflows. 

2. In the 1956 special report, somewhat lower unit power values 
were used—$7.28 per kilowatt for dependable capacity instead of 
$7.85 at the powerplant and 2.79 mills per kilowatt-hour for salable 
energy instead of 3.11 mills at the powerplant. 

3. In the special report the estimates of increased downstream gen- 
eration were based on the assumption that released storage would 
increase the production at the proposed Mountain Sheep develop- 
ment—158 feet of power head—in addition to the 8 authorized or 
existing downstream power sites. 

For the purpose of preparing the comparison requested by Senator 
Anderson, I have adjusted the estimates of power generation and 
annual power values at the high Hells Canyon Dam presented on page 
452 of the May 1955 hearings to make them comparable with the esti- 
mates of power generation ‘and annual power values shown on pages 
10 and 19 of the October 1956 report. The resultant adjusted esti- 
mates are considered to be of reconnaissance grade. 

Senator Attorr. May I ask what that means? 

Mr. Rrrer. It simply means that we did not back it up with detailed 
studies. 

At that stage I might say the special report which was used as a 
basis was of a reconnaissance character. The purpose of this report 
was to ascertain whether or not the high Pleasant Valley develop- 
ment would have sufficient promise to warrant the making of detailed 
studies. 

So it is of a reconnaissance character. 

In other words, it.is an approximation. 

The following table presents a comparison of the two alternative 
dam sites. 

It should be noted that the comparison is based on reconnaissance 
information, which is subject to revision upon completion of detail 
studies. 

Then I have prepared a table which compares, from the informa- 
tion available to me, and with the adjustments as I have indicated, the 
differences. 

Now, the first column is headed item, the second one high Hells 
Canyon Dam, and the third one high Pleasant Valley Dam. 

Do you wish me to read the table? 

Senator Anperson. I think you might read it and comment as you 
go along. 

Mr. Rrrer. The flow-line elevation at the high dam 

Senator Cuurcu. Excuse me, just a second. You mentioned the 
high Pleasant Vallev Dam. Is that the dam that would back water 
up to Oxbow ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. That would inundate the Hells Canvon Dam 
proposed by the Idaho Power Co. 

Senator Cuurcn. That is the lowest of the three sites now licensed 
to the Idaho Power Co? 
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Mr. Rrrer. Yes. 

Senator Neunercer. You mean the one farthest down the stream, 
not the lowest in size ? 

Senator Cnurcn. That is right. 

Mr. Rrrer. The flow-line elevation of the highest Hells Canyon Dam 
is 2,077 feet. The flow-line elevation of the high Pleasant Valley 
Dam is 1,685 feet. 

That would back water to the Oxbow site. The maximum power 
head of high Hells Canyon Dam is 602 feet. And high Pleasant 
Valley 575 feet. 

The power installation at high Hells Cany on Dam is 900,000 kilo- 
watts and at high Pleasant Valley Dam 1,250,000 kilowatts. 

Yesterday Senator Anderson asked me if we had made a study on 
increasing the installation at the high Hells Canyon Dam. I told 
him we had not. 

Senator Anperson. Somebody has. 

Mr. Rrrer. Not at high HellsCanyon. We have not. 

I would like to say that the studies that the Bureau of Reclamation 
made for the high Hells Canyon Dam, the detailed studies, were made 
some years ago. At that time, our concept of installation was that 
it should be large enough to permit full use of the water, both natural 
flow and storage, in a critical drawdown period such as 1936 to 1987. 
That is what dictated our capacity at that time. 

As a result of those studies we decided that the installation should 
be 800,000 kilowatts with space for an additional unit which made 
a total of 900,000. 

Now, in the meantime, the concept of power installation in the 
Pacific Northwest has been somewhat changed. Inthe meantime more 
stress is being placed upon capacity for peaking purposes. 

In preparing the reconnaissance report of October 1956 for the high 
Pleasant Valley we gave consideration to this problem and we have 
tentatively selected a capacity of 1,250,000 kilowatts. 

Now, it would be physically possible to increase the installation at 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Anperson. To the same figure? 

Mr. Rirer. To the same figure, or greater figure. 

Senator Nevpercer. Greater figure, would it not, because there is 
more head. 

Mr. Rirer. It is physically possible, Senator, but I am sorry that 
I do not have an estimate of that at the present time. Because of the 
difference in installation, there is apparently an inconsistency on that 
item alone. 

Senator Neusercer. Is it not true, that as long, Mr. Riter, as you 
do not have that criteria, as you now are envisioning the Columbia 
River power system, applied similarly to high Hells Cany on and high 
Pleasant Valley, in effect you are not judging two girls in the same 
beauty contest with the same tape measure. 

Mr. Rirer. You are right... That is what I meant when I prefaced 
my remarks it has to be ‘understood that this comparison is based on 
the data presently available to me. 

Senator Nevsercer. The reason that is important, Mr. Chairman, 
is this: 

Out in the Pacific Northwest the groups that are opposed to Hells 
Canyon are going all over the Northwest and saying “Look here, 
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the proposed high Pleasant Vally Dam which Secretary Seaton has 
asked a study be made of, would have.a greater capacity than the pro- 
posed Hells Canyon Dam.” 

Mr. Riter’s testimony on that is just the $64,000 answer. 

And again I want to ask this: Would it not be possible, for ex- 
ample, using the same criteria he applies to the proposed high Pleasant 
Valley Dam, perhaps to install 1,500,000 kilowatt capacity at Hells 
Canyon for peaking purposes ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. I will answer it this way. We have not made a study 
of that. Physically it is possible. 

Now, we would have to examine the economics of that. I suggested 
to Senator Anderson yesterday that certainly that is one of the first 
items that should be investigated if the Congress is to authorize this 
project. 

That was certainly one of the first items I would want to look into. 

Senator Neusercer. Would you not say this, that before Congress 
should make any decision between hi h Hells Canyon and high 
Pleasant Valley that the Congress should have before it an analysis 
of both sides with the same criteria you have used more recently as 
to the Pleasant Valley site ? 

Mr. Rrrer. I guess the Congress should, but we don’t have it at 
the present time, Senator. 

Senator Anprrson. That is the very point we get to. 

Senator Warkins. If the Senator from Oregon will be a little 
patient maybe they will get it. 

Senator Neusercer. In the meanwhile will you ask the Idaho Power 
Co. not to spoil the site for any high dam ? 

_ Senator Warkrns. Is this not true, if you build a high Pleasant 

Valley Dam and Hells Canyon could produce the same amount of 
ower, you would still have a possibility of getting two of the Idaho 
ower dams to add to the capacity ? 

Pleasant Valley would not flood out two of the Idaho Power dams. 

Senator Nevsercer. But it would flood out Nez Perce, site for all the 
future. 

Senator Anprrson. I want him to answer that question for Senator 
Watkins, and then we want to follow along with some of the other 
things. 

Did you answer Senator Watkins’ question. 

Mr. Rrrer. I think so. The high Pleasant Valley which we had 
studied in a preliminary way would inundate only the Hells Canyon 
site. It would not inundate the Oxbow and Brownlee sites. 

Senator Warkins. Unless there is some other complication lower 
down I know nothing about, it would seem as a matter of logic that by 
building the high Pleasant Valley Dam you would be able to get the 
additional power from the 2 dams built by a private utility. 

Add that to the total and you would get a little better use of the 
river. 

Senator Nevsercer. Are you not worried about the water rights at 
high Pleasant Valley ? 

enator WarTxins. They would not build it unless there is water to 
go through it and I would be against it if it is going to tie up more 
water. I would be against it if it will tie up the water for the future 
and not permit it to be used for consumptive use upstream. 
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Senator Anperson. If you are going to start into an analysis of 
these 2 dams, we would have to go into the question of their entire 
effect upon the whole river system, would we not ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. You would say that the high Hells Canyon Dam 
will back up the water as far as the Oxbow site, it might even back it 
up to the Brownlee site; is that correct ? 

Mr. Rrrer. You are speaking of the high Pleasant Valley, are you 
not? The high Hells Canyon would back it up to the same elevation 
that Brownlee did. 

Senator Anperson. I would like to start with the high Hells Can- 
yon. How far will the water be backed up from the high Hells 
Canyon Dam? Would it inundate the Oxbow site? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir; and also Brownlee. © 

Senator Anprrson. And the Brownlee site? 

Mr. Rrrer. And also the low Hells Canyon. 

Senator, Anperson. That is right. Well, it is about the same, is it 
not? Itis2or3 miles difference. 

Mr. Rrrer. It is not a matter of miles they are in the same general 
vicinity. 

Senator Anperson. So we can say for the record that if the high 
Hells Canyon Dam is built it will make impossible the construction 
of the low Hells Canyon Dam, the Oxbow Dan, and Brownlee Dam 
and back the water up a great stretch on the river ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANperson. Now, if the Pleasant Valley Dam is built, what 
will its effect be? Will it wipe out the possibility of the high Hells 
Canyon Dam and the low Hells Canyon Dam ? 

Mr. Rrrer. If you are referring to high Pleasant Valley; yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. That is the only type I have heard proposed. 
We will say. then, high Pleasant Valley. If the high Pleasant Valley 
is built it eliminates the possibility of Hells Canyon, high or low? 

Senator Anperson. But it would have no effect upon Oxbow ? 

Mr. Rirer. With an elevation of 1,685 feet, it would not. 

Senator Anperson. Is that the elevation that is contemplated ? 

Mr. Rrrer. That is the elevation described in this special report. 

Senator ANprerson. Was that the elevation that Secretary Seaton 
was talking about ? 

Mr. Rirer. That is the elevation we show in the special report 
that Secretary Seaton had. 

Senator Cuurcu. Has there not also been talk of a high, high dam 
at Pleasant Valley and would you distinguish that dam and the high 
dam that these figures here pertain to? 

Mr. Rirer. Yes, sir. There has been talk of what you might call 
a superhigh dam at Pleasant Valley. 

Senator Anperson. When you finish with this, I wish you would 
come back and stay with the project we are on. 

Mr. Rrrer. The superhigh dam would be 115 feet higher. In other 
words, that would have a flowline elevation of 1,800 feet. 

Senator Nrurercer. You mean 1,800 feet above sea level ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Eighteen hundred feet above sea level. That would 
mean the maximum head would be 690 feet instead of 575 feet. That 
would back water up to the Brownlee site which is under construction. 

Senator Anperson. Would it inundate the Oxbow site? 
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Mr. Rirer. Yes, sir. aC Kd 

Senator Anperson. Can you just stick to the one thing we have 
been talking about, the high Pleasant Valley as against the high 
Hells Canyon for a while? 

Mr. Rrrsr. Yes, sir. 

Now, there is a lack of uniformity in the installation. I mentioned 
at the beginning of the statement that this comparison is based on the 
information I have. I do not presently have data pertaining to the 
cost, and so forth, for a high Hells Canyon Dam with an installation 
greater than 900,000 kilowatts at the present time. 

So, therefore, I used this one in here and I wanted to flag that as we 
went through it. 

Senator AnpErson. Below the confluence of the Snake River and 
Salmon River, is there another dam proposed, the Nez Perce? 

Mr. Rrrer. The Nez Perce, we have no information on that, Senator. 

Senator Warxins. That is downstream from this high Pleasant 
Valley, is it not ? | 

Mr. Rirer. Yes, sir. The map I think will show the relative posi- 
tion. 

The Nez Perce Dam is located below the confluence of the Salmon 
and the Snake Rivers. 

The Pleasant Valley Dam we are discussing is located approxi- 
mately 22 miles upstream from the confluence of the Salmon and the 
Snake River. 

That may be 25 miles, but it is approximately that distance. 

Now, if the Nez Perce Dam were constructed, that would inundate 
the Pleasant Valley Dam site. 

Senator Anprerson. What I am trying to get to was, If the Pleas- 
ant Valley Dam is constructed, what does that do to the Nez Perce 
Dam site? 

Mr. River. It would restrict it to a low dam instead of a high dam. 

Senator Anpgerson. Now, has the Bureau of Reclamation ever found 
that the Nez Perce Dam plus the high Hells Canyon Dam would pro- 
vide the best development of the river ? 

Mr. Rirer. Weill, when you ask “have we ever found,” that is quite 
a long history. The Bureau has not made detailed studies of the Nez 
Perce site. 

Senator Anperson. Have you made preliminary studies, recon- 
naissance studies? I believe that is the term you used. 

Mr. Rirer. The Corps of Engineers have. I believe if my memory 
serves me correctly in some hearings conducted in 1952 some informa- 
tion was presented on that, but I am not the author of that. I do not 
know who the author is. 

Senator Anperson. But the Bureau of Reclamation gave a report 
at that time, did it not, in which they recommended the construction 
of the high Hells Canyon Dam -and suggested that when the fish 
problem was solved that the Nez Perce Dam be constructed ? 

Mr. Rrrer. I do not know, Senator. I would have to review that 
record and see who testified on that and who was the author of that 
testimony. 

I have not reviewed it recently. It seems to me there is something 
in the record on that, but at the present moment I am not prepared to 
enlighten you further on that. 
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Senator AnpDerson. But it would be a fact that if the high Hells 
Canyon Dam was to be constructed and the Nez. Perce was subsequently 
to be constructed, it would back water up to the Hells Canyon Dam? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir; that is the plan. And that is found in the 
corps’ 308 report, House Document 531. 

Senator Anperson. Now, if the high Pleasant Valley Dam is built 
it will wipe out the possibility of both the Nez Perce and the high 
Hells Canyon. The Nez Perce would have to be a low dam and the 
Hells Canyon would have to be a low dam. Hells Canyon could not 
be built, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. Rrrer. If the high Pleasant Valley is built there would not be 
much logic in building a rhigh Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator ANDERSON. There would not be any logic in building a low 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Rrrer. No, it would be flooded. 

Senator ANDERSON. So you would get clear up to the Oxbow before 
you had any dam at all ? 

Mr. Rirer. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. Therefore, the alternatives are that if the high 
Pleasant Valley Dam were subsequently to be authorized, the river 
system would consist of the Brownlee Dam, the Oxbow Dam, both low 
dams, plus the Pleasant Valley Dam plus a low dam at Nez Perce. 

Mr. Rrrer. That would be the system ; yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. And the reverse of that would be a high dam at 
Nez Perce and a high dam at Hells Canyon, one backing the water up 
to Hells Canyon and the other backing from Hells Canyon back up 
through the Brownlee site. 

Mr. Rrrer. That is right. 

Senator ANpEeRsoN. You say you do not recall the Bureau of Recla- 

mation or Corps of Engineers expressing a preference as to which type 
of development would be better ? 

Mr. Rirer. Well, I will say this, that_a couple of years ago the 
Bureau made a report on this Mountain Sheep situation and we dis- 
cussed as a possible alternative the possibility of a dam at the Nez 
Perce site, but we did not make any detailed studies for that because 
of the fishery problem. 

I think that is contained in Senate Document 51, as I recall. 

Senator Anprerson. Now, I have what I wanted in the record. If 
someone else wants to go ‘into the other figures before you go on, 
T certainly will not prev ent you from doing it. 

Senator Attorr. What is flowline? Is that the level of the water 
in the river prior to the installation of the dam? 

Mr. Rrrer. The flowline elevation is the elevation of the water when 
the reservoir is full. 

Senator Atxorr. When it is full? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Attorr. Thank you. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Riter, which combination of dams would 
take the greater amount of water, high Hells Canyon or high Pleasant 
Valley plus Brownlee and Oxbow ? 

Mr. Rrrer. You mean storage water ? 

Senator Neupercer. Yes. 
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Senator AnpErson. Go ahead. I was going to wait until he got 
through with the storage water on this chart. 

Mr. Rirer. Maybe that is the next question to come up. On the 
storage capacity, the total storage capacity of the high He Is Canyon 
Dam is 4,400,000 acre-feet. 

The total storage capacity of the high Pleasant Valley Dam is 
2,570,000 acre-feet. 

Now, the maximum active capacity at the high Hells Canyon is 
3,880,000 acre-feet. 

The maximum active capacity of high Pleasant Valley is 2,047,000 
acre-feet. 

Now, the flood-control capacity at the high Hells Canyon is 2,300,000 
acre-feet. There is a little question whether that should be two million 
three or two million six. In some of the early reports it has been 
reported to me as two million six, but in some of the more recent con- 
versations I learned that 2,300,000 was being planned there. 

Senator Warxrns. Is that not in the record somewhere? 

Mr. Rrrer. The early report was two million six, but in subsequent 
discussions two million three is the figure we have been using. 

Senator Nevusercer. I also would like to know what the high Pleas- 
ant Valley site would be in combination ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Now, the flood control is 1,300,000, I have an asterisk 
after that one million three— 
in addition to storage at this site 1 million acre-feet of active storage capacity 
is assumed to be available at the Brownlee site. 

So the Brownlee has an active capacity of 1 million acre-feet. 

If you want to get the combination you are asking for, Senator, you 
would add 1 million acre-feet to 2,047,000 to get the combination, or 
for flood control you would add 1 million acre-feet to 1,300,000 acre- 
feet. 

Senator Anperson. Now, can we start with the alternative for just 
a second? If the Hells Canyon is 3,880,000 acre-feet, we are talking 
now about a system of river development that contemplates 2 2 dams, 
1 Hells Canyon and 1 Nez Perce as against these other combinations, 
what was the storage capacity on the Nez Perce? Was it 4,800,000? 

Mr. Rirer. That sounds about right. I have not checked that re- 
cently. 

As I recall it, it is about 4,800,000 acre-feet. 

Senator AnpeErson. Well, it is in the record a dozen times. So the 
total is 8,680,000 acre-feet for the 2 of them; 3,880,000, and 4,800,000, 
8,860,000. 

Mr. River. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. What is the total of the other proposals if you 
build the high Pleasant Valley with the other dams that might be 
associated with it, the high Pleasant Valley would be how much in 
storage ? 

Mr. Rrrer. In total active capacity it is 2,047,000. 

Senator Anperson. Now, if that were built, then the Brownlee 
Dam might come in with a million acre-feet ? 

Mr. Rrrer. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. What other dams would have storage capacity? 

Mr. Rrrer. I think that is it, Senator. 
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Senator ANnprERson. So that the total is about 3 million something 
as against 8 million ? 

Senator Warkins. What about Oxbow? 

Mr. Rrrer. Oxbow would have just pondage. 

Senator Watkins. That would not increase the demand on the 
stream any ? 

Mr. Rirer. It would just merely create power head. It would have 
no storage for regulation. 

Senator ANprErson. So the total would be the sum of the two figures. 

Mr. Rirer. That is right. You add a million to 2,047,000 you get 
3,047,000. 

Senator ANnpErson. So the difference is between 8,680,000 and 
3,047,000 ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkins The Hells C anyon would take considerably more 
water. It would make a heavier demand on the river for storage pur- 
poses ? 

Mr. Rrrer. The amount of water as I see it, would be the same in 
either case, the amount of water coming down. In other words, when 





Senator Warkins. You have to store water. It is not constant? 

Mr. Rrrer. No. 

Senator Warxins. When you store it you can 1 only use it once at 
that storage. If you are going to have dams below you have to store 
it in those dams, too, to have the head. 

So it will take more water the more dams you have; will it not? 

Mr. Rrrer. Of course, the plan of operation contemplates that. these 
willbe filled out of flood runoff in years when it is available. 

Senator Watkins. That means from melting snows up in the upper 


Snake ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes: 

Senator Watkins. I was told yesterday they did not have any such 
thing to get by a certain point. The river was dry at one point. From 
there it was made up entirely of return flow water, spring water. 

Mr. River. It is true that the Snake River would be dry at Milner 
Dam practically. 

Senator Watkins. Even in the spring of the year when the so-called 
melting snows bring down the floodwaters? 

Mr. Rrrer. There was some water in 1956 up past Milner Date. 

Senator ANpErsoN. Was there not some in February 1957 that got 
past Milner Dam ? 

Mr. Rrrer. I have not seen the record on that. There was not very 
much. As I understand it, most of the water that Mr. Fernald testi- 
fied about yesterday that caused trouble in the Brownlee area was 
primarily from the lower tributaries and very little of that originated 
past Milner Dam. 

Senator Watkins. What other tributaries do you have coming into 
the Snake ? 

Mr. Rrrer. As I remember Mr. Fernald’s testimony, there was the 
Malheur River, I know, was in flood. He testified that some of the 
other lower streams, I think the Weiser, the Payette, the lower end of 
the Payette, was in flood. I know the Malheur was. 

Senator ANpERSON. Before we pass on to the next set of figures, are 
there questions on storage capacity ? 
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Senator Neusercer. There is one set of figures not clear in my mind, 
Mr. Chairman. There have been claims made by the opponents of 
high Hells Canyon that it would store water to the adversity of up- 
stream irrigators. ; 

Now, this is one set of figures I do not have clear in my own think- 
ing. What would be the storage reservoir capacity just of high Hells 
‘Canyon alone, as opposed to high Pleasant Valley, plus such Idaho 
Power Co. low dams as still would be feasible in unison with high 
Pleasant Valley? 

Senator Anperson. He has given those figures. I should not answer 
the question, but you said that a high Pleasant Valley would be 
2,047,000 ; did you not ? 

Mr. Rirer. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANprrson. Plus a million at Oxbow. 

Mr. Rrrer. Check. 

Senator Anprerson. And that would be all. It would be 3,047,000 
as against 3,880,000. 

Mr. Rrrer. That is right. 

Senator Nevusercer. In other words, a million at Oxbow. Is there 
no storage at Brownlee? 

Mr. Rirer. I mean at Brownlee. 

Senator Anperson. I amsorry. I said it wrong. 

Senator Neusercer. That is what confused me. There is storage 
at Brownlee, but not storage at Oxbow. 

Mr. Rirer. There is pondage there, but it is not active for regula- 
tion. All that is for is to permit variation of the output throughout 
the day or maybe over a week end. We call that pondage; we don’t 
call that storage. 

Senator Warkrns. It is a sort of waterfall you create there. 

Mr. Rirer. It would be a run of river plant similar to what Bon- 
ville Dam is. 

Senator Anprerson. Does that answer your question, Senator ? 

Senator Neusercer. That does. 

Senator Warxrns. Do you have in here now a clear-cut statement of 
‘how much water it would take to operate one system as against the 
other ? 

Mr. Rrrer. I say this, Senator 

Senator Watkins. I mean take out of the flow of the stream ? 

Senator Anprerson. It does not take water to operate storage, does 
it? 

Mr. Rrrer. You impound it during flood seasons and release it dur- 
ing nonflood seasons. 

Senator Warxtns. I understand that. 

Mr. Rirer. The inflow to the system of reservoirs would be the 
same regardless of whether it is one system or another system. 

Senator Warxins. If you get into a period of time when, for in- 
stance, there is not as much water avediebie, you have to count on the 





water supply to operate dams. I know that. That is one of the first 
things we study when we get into the matter of whether or not a project 
is feasible. 

You have to know you are going to have water to fill your dams. 

Mr. Rrrer. That is right. 

Senator Warxins. That is what I am trying to find out. 
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Mr. Rrrer. I say that the operation would be gaged to utilize the 
water that is available. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Riter, is it not so that if the water is not 
stored, then it is wasted ? 

Mr. Rrrer.. Let us not say it that way, Senator Church, Let us say 
it is not stored; it is put through the power wheels and power gen- 
erated. 

Senator Anprerson. And flows on down to the ocean. 

Mr, Rrrer. That is right. 

Senator Cuurcu. So the advantage of storage capacity is to im- 
pound water which might otherwise flow by so that in the proper 
season of the year, after floodtime, the water that would otherwise 
have gone by will still be available in the reservoir for power genera- 
tion purposes; is that not correct ? ' 

Mr. Rirrr. That is correct. 

Senator ANnpERson. Now, do you wish to add these other figures, 
estimated construction cost and annual cost 

Mr. River. Yes. The estimated construction cost for high Hells 
Canyon is $361,890,000. 

Senator Watkins. Does that include transmission ? 

Mr. Rrrer. No, sir. That is the dam, reservoir, powerplant and 
switchyards. 

Senator Watkins. How much for transmission lines to get it up to 
Bonneville? 

Mr. Rrrer. I do not have that information, but I think Mr. 
Ostrander testified to that yesterday ; I mean the last time he was here. 

Senator Neusercer. Dr. Ostrander was here in 1955. 

Mr. Rrrer. Mr. Adamson testified to that. 

Senator Anprerson. Has that $361 million figure also been used as 
the $356 million figure, and so forth ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Senator, this is slightly higher than the $356 million 
for the reason I have assumed an additional power unit in preparing 
this table. 

Senator Anperson. If you have an additional power unit, does that 
add any extra kilowatts? 

Mr. Rrrer. It adds capacity. 

The testimony presented yesterday was based on an 800,000-kilowatt 
plant, with space for an additional unit. The $361,890,000 figure was 
the estimate for a plant with a ninth unit installed. 

Senator Anprerson. So if you went up to 1,250,000 kilowatts, as 
you do for the other, would it raise the cost in the neighborhood of 

$380 million ? 

Mr. Rrrer. It would go up. 

Senator Anperson. That isan approximate figure ? 

Mr. River. Yes, it would go up. Now, the estimate for the high 
Pleasant Valley is $274,545,000. This is a reconnaissance estimate. 
I might say at this point that you might question why it is lower. 
There are two reasons that I am responsible for why that is lower. 

One reason is that our estimate for the high Pleasant Valley was 
based on the assumption that the river would be controlled with a 
dam at the Brownlee site. That simply means instead of caring for 
100,000 cubic feet per second at the river during construction, we 
would only care for 60,000 cubic feet per second. 
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Senator Anperson. So this could not be built until after the Brown- 
lee was built? 

Mr. Rrrer. At that price. 

Senator AnpEerson. When is the Brownlee Dam scheduled for com- 
pletion ? 

Mr. Rrrer. According to the Engineering News Record, they plan 
to have that ready for generating power in 1958. 

Senator AnpeRson. So this work could not st art until that period. 
It then takes 634 years. 

Mr. Rirer. We figure approximately 6 years. 

Senator Warkins. If you only have done reconnaissance on Pleasant 
Valley, it certainly would take a longer time than that. 

Mr. River. We are presently scheduling some detailed studies. 

Senator Watkins. I am just judging it on the basis of how long 
it has taken to do work in my State. We are still doing work on the 
reservoir that started back in 1934. 

Mr. Rrrer. I want to call the committee’s attention to that item of 
construction cost. 

Now, the estimated annual cost, including interest. during construc- 
tion. Interest and amortization over a period of 50 years, assuming 
2% percent interest for the high Hells Canyon Dam, is $16,600,000. 
That is the annual cost of the total roject, not just the power features 
alone, and similarly for the high Pleasant Valley, the annual cost is 
$13, 077 ,000. 

Now, the dependable capacity, bearing in mind I am comparing this 
on the dependable capacity, saleable energy method, of the high Hells 
Canyon Dam is 900,000 kilowatts and the’ high Pleasant Valley Dam 
is 1,250,000 kilowatts. 

Now, the salable generation is about 5,500 million kilowatt-hours 
for high Hells Canyon Dam. Ona comparable basis for the high 
Pleasant Valley it is 4,830 million kilowatt-hours. The difference 
there is due primarily to the increased head. Then there is some little 
difference due to increased storage capacity released at downstream 
site. That is an approximate figure; I would have to verify that. 

Senator Watkins. That is a difference of 700 million in kilowatt- 
hours. 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes. 

Senator AnpEerson. May I ask you how much expense there would 
be for you to bring the dependable capacity figure on high Hells 
Canyon up to its maximum as you have attempted to do in an estimate 
on high Pleasant Valley? Would it cost 2 days’ time or 3 days’ time 
to revise that figure to 1,250,000? 

Mr. Rrrer. May I ask my partners? 

Mr. Puls or Mr. Hoisington, would you care to answer the Senator’s 
question ? 

Mr. Horstneton. Let us have that read again. 

Senator ANnprerson. You have used the 900,000 kilowatt figure. 
There was testimony the other day that might be increased to 1.250.000. 
I think the final figure was 1,400,000. 

How much time would it take and how much cost would be in- 
volved to raise the figure that we have on the cost of the high Hells 
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Canyon Dam to 1,250,000 kilowatts so that it would be fully compar- 


_able to the high Pleasant Valley Dam? 


Mr. Hoistneron. I presume we could get an answer to that within 
2 or 3 days. 

Senator Anprrson. That is what I would think. 

Mr. Horstneron. I would venture to say that it might involve some- 
thing like $20 million more. That is just a guess on my part. 

Senator Anperson. I am glad to have that because that is nearly 
the figure I used, roughly, a moment ago. It said it would run some- 
where near $380 or $390 million total cost if $361 million was there now. 

Mr. Horstneron. That is right. I would like to check that, however. 

Senator ANperson. You would do it with your regular staff ? 

Mr. Horstneton. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. Would you attempt to supply for the record a 
comparable figure on high Hells Canyon? 

r. Horstnaton. I will be glad to do that. 

Mr. Rirer. Would you wish that I redo the table now? I presume 
you would. 

Senator Anperson. I think it would be nice. I do not want to try to 
place any more burden on you, Mr. Riter, but I think it would be nice 
to place the table on a comparable basis. 

Mr. Rrrer. I will be happy to do that. 

(The following was later furnished for the record.) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, 
COMMISSIONER’S OFFICE, 
Denver, Colo., March 14, 1957. 
Mr. GoopricH W. LINEWEAVER, 
Room 224—A, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. LINEWEAVER: On March 7, 1957, while we were testifying before the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation on S. 555, Senator Anderson re- 
quested that we make comparisons of the Hells Canyon Dam (powerplant capacity 
of 1,250,000 kilowatts) with the high Pleasant Valley Dam (powerplant capacity 
of 1,250,000 kilowatts) shown in the special report of October 1956. The cost esti- 
mates shown in the attached table for the Hells Canyon Dam are on a comparable 
basis with those shown in the October 1956 special report for the high Pleasant 
Valley Dam. However, these estimates do not include an item to represent the 
eost that may be involved in having the Idaho Power Co. moved out of the Hells 
Canyon Reach of Snake River. We have no basis, at present, for estimating the 
cost of that item. As a result of the testimony of Mr. Fernald, we are using 
2,600,000 acre-feet as the flood-control storage available with the high Hells Can- 
yon Dam. The reconnaissance estimate of power generation for high Hells 
Canyon Dam shown in the table submitted on March 7 has been increased as a 
result of studies, using the larger power installation (1,250,000 kilowatts as 
against 900,000 kilowatts) and the larger amount of ordinary regulating storage 
capacity (2,600,000 acre-feet as against 2,300,000 acre-feet). 

The comparisons using the three interest rates (214, 3, and 3% percent) sug- 
gested by Senator Anderson are shown in the attached table. 

It would be physically possible to increase the installation at high Hells Canyon 
Dam to 1,500,000 kilowatts ; however, to provide that capacity it will be necessary 
to make additional studies on location of the powerplant. We have not prepared 
an estimate with a power installation of 1,500,000 kilowatts. 

Sincerely yours, 
C. I. Horstneton. 
L. G. PULS. 
J. R. RIvTer. 
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Item ; High Hells |High Pleasant 














Canyon Dam}Valley Dam 
Flowline elevation _..__._.--- Lh bind dada ttbnabae Sadecebeckassoune ae : 2,077 1, 685 
Maximum power head ‘ . 602 575 
I on enc abbbbobsubbebbldvbed-deiids dk sbb~ r 1, 250, 000 1, 250, 000 
Storage capacity (acre-feet): 
aE idk in BFen a aly ee hth shin eebgdansnduea 4, 400, 000 2, 570, 000 
Maximum active__-- 3, 880, 000 2, 047, 000 
Flood control]... _..-- 2, 600, 000 1 1, 300, 000 
Dependable copecity ai ou ; 1, 250, 000 1, 250. 000 
Salable generation_..........._.-..-.....-...--...-..--.....--Kilowatt-hours-_/|5, 900, 000,000 | 4, 830, 000, 


Annual! benefits: 








Dependable capacity 2... ._..........- $9, 100, 000 $9, 100, 000 
Salable energy $__....- ete SELLS weshiel $16, 461, 000 $13, 476, 000 
Flood control #_ ............--...-.-.- ‘ $2, 600, 000 $1, 300, 000 
Total evaluated... -.......--- eae , $28, 161, 000 $23, 876, 000 

nn PIII OID Oe it di dbp nan envigne an tenapqubaeeenas "$366, 760,000. $274, 545, 000 


Estimated annual cost: 6 
Interest rate: 















24% percent -- 9 $16, 740, 000 $13, 077, 000 
edt on nance $18, 170, 000 $14, 100, 000 
336 percent..........-- $19, 720, 000 $15, 230, 000 
Ratio of benefits to costs: 
Interest rate: 
tN oat. sunk s Gdn spadee<gehpeederh=aeep 1. 68-1. 00 1. 83-1. 00 
3 percent- --.- “ Seckuen 1. 55-1. 00 1, 69-1. 00 
a teh ennchananainettimethth , Pet evauw wr 1. 43-1. 00 1. 57-1. 00 








1 In addition to storage at this site, 1 million acre-feet of active storage capacity assumed to be available 
at Brownlee site. 

2 $7.28 per kilowatt. 

3 2.79 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

4 $1 per acre-foot for flood-eontrol storage. ‘ 

5 Does not inelude any cost which may be incurred to move the Idaho Power Co. out of Helis Canyon 
Reach of Snake River by reason of license under project Nos. 1971, 2132, and 2133. 

6 Includes interest, amortization in 50 years for total project cost (including interest during construction), 
operation, maintenance, and replacements. 








Senator Neusercer. Would you figure similar construction costs ‘ 
Would both tables be estimated with similar prevailing construction 
costs by construction companies such,as Morris-Knudsen or Atkinson ‘ 

Senator AnpEerson. Would it not be fair to say before you answer 
that that if the figure on high Pleasant Valley is low- because of the con- 
struction at Brownlee, that that comparable saving would not be avail- 
able in the high Hells Canyon Dam because Brownlee is not to be 
constructed ? 

Would you have the whole flow of the river if you built the high 
Hells Canyon Dam ? 

Senator Neupercer. What I meant. was the same construction costs. 
It has been my understanding in most places, although most things 
have gone up because of new machinery, in some cases the costs have 
gone down. 

Senator Anperson. All construction has not gone up. Light con- 
struction has not ; is that not true? 

Mr. Rirer. I think Mr. Hoisington testified yesterday there has been 
an increase of approximately 10 percent in the construction costs for 
dams of this character since his estimate, since the $308 million estimate 
of last May. That was one reason why in presenting my testimony I 
did not use the lower cost. 

Senator ANnperson. Just a minute. The $308 million figure was 
May of 1955. 

Mr. Rrrer. What did I say ? 

Senator Anprrson. Last May. 
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Mr. River. All right; a year ago last May. 

Senator Anprrson. There has been some slight increase. Maybe 
we ought to address the question to Mr. Hoisington. 

Is it not true that with respect to the estimate they got on the St. 
Lawrence project, the final bids were somewhat lower than the original 


estimate because of the drop there was in heavy construction due to 
more modern machinery ? 


Mr. Hoistneton. That is correct. 

Senator ANprrson. Has that not been true on the recent dams con- 
structed by the Bureau of Reclamation ? 

Mr. Hoistneton. That is true. 

Senator Warkins. You see, up to this point we are not getting any 
lower bids on Glen Canyon. 

Senator Anprerson. We have not had a bid on Glen Canyon. 

Senator Warkins. We had on the bridge and that went up. 

Senator AnpErson. I would like to have him explain why the bridge 
went up. The bridge was an unusual span construction, was it not? 

Mr. Hotstncron. The Bureau of Reclamation has never built a 
bridge just like that. However, there is one at Niagara Falls, the 
International Bridge from Canada across Niagara Falls. It is a 
slightly longer span. 

Senator Anperson. That has been built a good many years. 

Mr. Hoistneton. Yes. It is our assumption that the anticipated 
shortage in steel and the short time required to supply the steel was 
the reason for the cost being as high as it was. 

Senator ANnperson. The Government had to have it right now ? 

- Mr. Hoistneron. That is correct. 

Senator Anperson. It had to be shipped yesterday, practically, in 
order to get it done. 

Mr. Horstneron. That is right. 

Senator Anperson. And because of this accelerated highway-con- 
struction program, there is a slight premium on steel at the present 
time. 

Mr. Hoistneton. That is correct. 

Senator Anprerson. If you were able to order your steel for several 
years in advance, that might not be true. 

Mr. Hotstneron. I think that is right. 

Senator Anprerson. I do not want to try to commit you to exact an- 
swers on these things, but as we see the picture, that is it? 

Mr. Horstneron. To my knowledge, that is correct. 

Senator Cuurcn. Mr. Chairman, if we have completed the testi- 
mony on this schedule, may I ask 2 or 3 questions about the study per- 
taining to Pleasant Valley that is now underway? I do not mean to 
interrupt you there. 

Senator Anperson. I would like to have you put in the record any 
comment you wish on this last category here, one being annual bene- 
fits and one being ratio of benefits to cost. 

Do you have any comment on those ¢ 

Mr. Rrrer. I will read them into the record. The table will be 
duplicated. It isa mathematical process. 

The annual benefits for dependable capacity, I used a unit value 
comparable to what was used in the October 1956 report of $7.28 per 
kilowatt-hour, multiplied that by 900,000 in the case of the high Hells 
Canyon Dam to get a figure of $6,552,000. 
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In the case of the high Pleasant Valley Dam, I multiplied by 
1,250,000 to get a figure of $9,100,000. 

Then for the salable energy, the unit rate on that is 2.79 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. I applied that against the estimate of 5,500 million 
kilowatt-hours for high Hells Canyon and an estimate of 4,830 million 
kilowatt-hours for Pleasant Valley. 

The flood-control value, again using the October 1956 report as 
standard, we used the figure $1 per acre-foot a year. That gives a 
value of $2,300,000 for high Hells Canyon as against $1,300,000 for 
high Pleasant Valley. 

The total evaluated benefits—there are some other benefits for navi- 
.gation—the 3 items add up to $24,197,000 for the high Hells Canyon 
and $23,876,000 for the high Pleasant Valley. The ratio of benefits 
to cost, we secured that by dividing the total benefits by the estimated 
annual cost, and get for the high Hells Canyon 1.46 to 1, and for high 
Pleasant Valley 1.83 to 1. 


The only comment there, of course, is that if we had a larger instal- - 


lation at the high Hells Canyon Dam the dependable capacity values 
would come up. 

Senator Anperson. But these ratios are relatively favorable ratios? 

Mr. Rirer. Yes. 

Senator Anperson. The Glen Canyon Dam was less than that on 
both counts, was it not ? 

Mr. Rrrer. I do not recall that figure at the moment. 

Senator AnpErsON. These are regarded as favorable? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Riter, you were good enough a few minutes 
ago to distinguish between the high dam upon which these figures are 
based at Pleasant Valley, and the so-called high, high dam. Could 
you tell me whether or not the ee of the Interior is plan- 
ning in the studies that Secretary Seaton has ordered, to investigate 
both the feasibility of the high Pleasant Valley Dam and the high, 
high dam, both dams, or do you know? 

Mr. Rirer. Yes. We are presently making a reconnaissance study 
to see whether it would be worth while to make a detailed study for 
the superhigh dam. 

Senator Cuurcu. I see. 

Mr. Rirer. I do not have the answer on that yet, but we will look 
into it. The Commissioner requested that we be prepared to answer 
that question. 

Senator Cuurcn. Can you tell me about how long it is contemplated 
these studies will take to complete and present to the Congress? 

Mr. Rrrer. No, not precisely. 

Senator Cuurcn. Can you estimate about how long it will be? 

Mr. Rrrer. We are hoping to have some kind of report ready within 
a year, possibly less. I might say there, Senator Church, that Harold 
Nelson is the regional director, and he was in Washington last week 
and I have not had a chance to check with him. Our paths crossed. 

Senator Cuurcu. He told me at that time he expected that report 
would be completed by December of this year. 

Would that strike you as being a reasonable estimate ? 

Mr. Rirer. Well, let us put it this way: That is an expedited 
program. 
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Senator Cuurcu. Now, at the present time there is pending before 
the Federal Power Commission, is there not, private applications for 
the construction of two more pr ‘ivate dams that involve the Mountain 
Sheep and the Pleasant Valley sites? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cuurcu. Do you know of anything in the Secretary’s letter 
or anything aside from his letter addressed to the Federal Power 
Commission that would prevent the Federal Power Commission from 
issuing licenses to these private applicants prior to the time that the 
studies now underw: ay and proposed by the Secretary are completed ? 

Mr. Rrrer. Senator Church, I have not followed the detailed pro- 
ceedings so I am unable to answer that question. 

Senator ANnvErson. Who in the Department could tell us, because 
it would be discourteous to the Secretary, I am sure, if they would 
proceed to grant licenses at Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley if 
he was contemplating a double-decker ? 

Senator Cuurcu. Has he filed any objection to date ? 

Mr. Rrrer. All I can say is that I am not informed of that. I do 
not know. 

Senator Anperson. The Power Commission can tell us whether he 
has filed an objec tion, and then we could ask the Secretary at some 
subsequent time why he has not, or if he plans to, because that is a 
very important question. Would it not be? 

Mr. Rrrer. It is an important question, but 1 am not informed on 
it, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. If you are going to do this feasibility study on 
an accelerated basis, it is probably more expensive than if you took 
your time to do it; is it not? I guess I had better not ask that ques- 
tion. I withdraw that. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Chairman, I would recommend that the com- 
mittee ascertain an answer to that question because I should like to 
say that as I see it now, there is nothing th: at I know of, nor is there 
anything that I can find in the Secretary’s letter to the Power Com- 
mission, nor any statements that have been made since by any mem- 
hers of the Commission when asked about the letter that w ould indicate 
to me that there is anything to prevent the Commission from going 
on and issuing its licenses. 

Senator ANperson. I will ask the staff to ascertain from the Fed- 
eral Power Commission and from the Secretary of the Interior whether 
he has filed any objection to the granting of the license with the 
Federal Power Commission. (See p. 345.) 

That ought to be made abundantly clear to this committee because 
there is no sense in our going further with these studies if overnight 
somebody may grant a license for these other two dams which would 
negate everything that the Secretary of the Interior presumably is 
trying to do. 

‘Mr. Laneweaver. We understand that the hearings have been con- 
cluded; is that correct, Mr. Parry ? 

Senator Anprrson. Will you identify yourself for the record? 

Mr. R. P. Parry (counsel for Idaho Power Co.). If you are asking 
for the Pleasant V alle vy hearings, Mr. Rodgers, one of the attorneys 
for that company 9 is in the room. 

89648—57—— 11 





156 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE RODGERS, PORTLAND, OREG., REPRESENT- 
ING PACIFIC NORTHWEST POWER CO., AND PACIFIC POWER & 
LIGHT C0. 


Mr. Ropers. My name is George Rodgers, of Portland, Oreg. Our 
firm represents the Pacific Northwest Power Co. and the Pacific Power 
& Light Co. 

The hearings have been concluded on this application by Pacific 
Northwest for licenses. 

Senator Anperson. For what ? 

Mr. Roperrs. For licenses to build the Mountain Sheep and Pleasant 
Valley projects. We submitted a brief to the Federal Power Com- 
mission on February 15. The intervenor’s brief, National Hells Can- 
yon Association, is due on March 15, I believe. 

Senator Anperson. Do I understand the Secretary of the Interior 
has not filed any objection ! 

Mr. Ropgers. As far as I understand, he has not objected to the 
granting of a license. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Rodgers, if I understand it then, these hear- 
ings are now in the brief stage; is that correct ? 

Mr. Roperrs. That is correct. 

Senator Cuurcu. You know, if I understood your answer cor- 
rectly, of nothing that has been done to date by the Secretary that 
would prevent or would constitute a request to the Commission to 
interrupt the determination that the Commission must make with 
respect to the hearings or that would prevent the Commission from 
making a determination prior to the time that the Secretary’s investi- 
gation in this area is completed ? 

Mr. Roperrs. We have not been served with any paper. If there 
have been any other exchanges, we have no knowledge of it. 

Senator Cuurcu. Then the record is such at the present time that 
the Commission could issue a license to the applicant prior to the 
time that the Secretary’s studies now ordered are completed ? 

Mr. Roperrs. Well, under the Federal Power Act, as an instrumen- 
tality of the Congress, they can go ahead and discharge their duties. 

Senator Cuurcu. In view of that situation, I would like the record 
to show my own feeling that we are confronted now with a situation 
in this reach of the river which would permit the issuance of a license 
prior to the time that these very investigations now ordered by the 
Secretary are completed, prior to the time that the Congress has an 
opportunity to apprise itself of the results of these studies, and that 
we may face in that stretch of the river as a consequence, the same 
situation we now face in the Hells Canyon stretch where a licensee 
immediately went in and commenced construction of a dam upon the 
issuance of a license. 

If that happens further down the rivér, we may find the whole 
stretch of the river taken from us before Congress has an opportunity 
to ascertain what best should be done with the remaining stretch of 
the river. 

Senator Anprrson. I would only say that the testimony here is that 
Secretary Seaton has asked for this study to be made, has asked for 
it apparently to be expedited if it is going to be done, by December. 


| 
| 
| 


| 
| 
| 











O 
h 
n 


on 


an 
at 
me 
see 
she 


ole 
ity 

of 
hat 


for 
er. 


HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 157 


I hardly think he would allow himself to be slapped in the face in 
the meantime. 

Senator Warkrns. Since this is an instrumentality of the Congress, 
it is not in Secretary Seaton’s hands to stop the action of that Com- 
mission, but this Congress has a right to tell him if you people here 
want to tell him, to delay the decision until such time as it can be 
considered by the Congress. 

Senator Cuurcn. I am in concurrence. 

Senator Anverson. I probably said it very badly, Senator Wat- 
kins. We both served in the Senate with Secretary Seaton; we both 
have a high estimate of him. I would think if he has asked for 
studies to be made that this committee would be well within its rights 
in suggesting that this be delayed if the other agency is an instrumen- 

tality of Congress, and he could have the studies he wants made. 

Senator Cuurcu. I concur in that and think it is an advisable thing. 

Senator Warxrns. I have a strong feeling after studying the situa- 
tion as I did last year with respect to whi at the Federal Power Com- 
mission actually is doing, that it is not entirely proper for the execu- 
tive department to state to an agency of Congress, “You can’t do this,” 
or “You can’t do the other,” and step in there and file objections all 
the time to what they are doing. 

Senator ANpErson. But the Congress itself might. 

Senator Warkrns. Certainly. 

Senator Cururcn. I agree with that, Mr. Chairman. I want to as- 
sociate myself with those remarks of the Senator from Utah. 

Senator Neunercer. If the Secretary of the Interior is serious about 
his intention to have a comprehensive study made of the proposed 
Pleasant Valley site, it is rather difficult for me to believe that either 
he, himself, has not asked the Federal Power Commission to withhold 
any final determination, or as the Senator from Utah says, that that 
is not within the prerogative of the Secretary. 

It certainly amazes me if the Secretary does not then ask the appro- 
priate committee of Congress to consider it. 

Senator Warxrys. The C ongress is considering the matter. 

Senator Anprrson. Let us give the committee a chance and Con- 


gress a chance, as Senator W atkins just said, to protect itself in this 
situation. 


Senator WATKINS. May I ask one further question ? 

Has the hearing examiner’s report been made to the Commission on 
this application ? 

Senator Cuurcn. It is my understanding it has not, but the heari ing 
is now in the brief state before the examiner. The hearings them- 
selves have been concluded. 

Senator Warkrns. It will be next year before anything is done 
on it. 

Mr. Ropcers. That is very probable. We hope not. I will assume 
that since the briefs are being made to the trial examiner, he will make 
his report to the Commission and then there will be oral argument. 


Senator Watkins. If the application is being opposed, then it is a 
controversial matter. 


Mr. Roperrs. That is right. 
Senator Warxins. I would wager a bet that it will not be decided 
before next ye There is no objection to Congress doing what it 
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wants to do ¢ 2d asking for a delay on the matter, because the FPC is 
an instrumentality of Congr ess. 

Senator Anprrson. I think we might ascertain what Secretary 
Seaton’s wishes are to the Congress. He certainly has a right to tell 
us what he wants. As far as I am concerned, I would be happy to 
hear from him. 

Senator Warxrns. I think we wait entirely too much for someone 
downtown to make a suggestion to us, .We should act like we did in 
the Weber Basin project. We passed that without even a report from 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator AnpErson. We did that because of the persuasiveness of 
the Senator from Utah. 

Senator Warxrns. I think the Congress should assert its independ- 
ence. 

Senator Cuurcnu. I think the initiative should not be taken away 
from the Congress on this matter. 

Senator Anprerson. Have we finished with Mr. Riter? 

I want to say to you, Mr. Riter, that I appreciate very much the 
fact that you have come back with some figures that we can sit down 
and discuss. We may quarrel with your conclusions or we may not 
quarrel with your conclusions, but it is a refreshing experience to have 
you say to me yesterday that you preferred to t: ike the ev ening to go 
over it and then to have you and your associates come back this morn- 
ing with some figures. 

I, for one, want to commend you for it. It is a fine thing. We all 
appreciate it. 

Mr, Rrrer. Thank you. Then you will give me an opportunity to 
submit another table after we have made those additional studies and 
I presume you want us to make those? Is that right? 

Senator Anperson. I have requested Mr. Hoisington and you to 
make the additional estimates based on the same c apacity as has been 
shown here for the high Pleasant Valley, not any super-high Pleasant 
Valley, but just the recognized high Pleasant Valley Dam. 

I would appreciate your revising your table by the submission. of a 
second table taking those figures into consideration in your calcula- 
tion. 

Senator Watkins. I notice you said in figuring your amortization in 
50 years, total cost, you used an interest rate of 2if percent. 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warxins. Why did you use 21% percent? 

Senator Anverson. I started to ask that same question. We all 
know that nobody is going to borrow money at 214 percent for a long, 
long time. 

Senator WATKINS We also know in Colorado we are going to pay 
the long-term rate that the Government has to pay. W hy not figure 
it at that rate? 

Mr. River. We in the Bureau have adopted more or less a standard 
until we get something different ; 21% is what was used in the pre- 
vious testimony and 2 O1/ /y is what was ‘deed § in the October 1956 report. 
We used 21% percent because that is the figure we are living with. 

Senator WarKINs. That is not the present policy of the Bureau and 
the Congress. We put in the Colorado bill the fact that we have to 
pay the1 rate the Government has to pay for long-term borrowing. 
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Mr. Rirer. That is the reason we did it. 

Senator Warxrins. If you are going to submit a table here, you had 
better base it on the same type of program that you figured in Colo- 
rado. I do not think you are going to make us pay more for interest 
than these other tite. 

Senator Anverson. These figures are comparable for both projects? 

Mr. Rrrer. Yes, sir. 

\ ee letter, p. 151.) 

enator Anperson. I think it would be very difficult for you to 
calculate what the rate might be. I do think if it is desirable, you 
could give us a figure using the current cost of money, which is the 
basis on which the Colorado project is set up, and quite probably will 
be the basis on which one or the other of these dams will have to be set 
up on if they are to be constructed. 

Senator Warsrns. There have been a lot of comparisons made with 
Glen Canyon cost and I think if we are to make a comparison we 
ought to have the interest figure and a few other items that are in 
Glen Canyon and this one. 

Mr. Rrrer. What was the figure on Glen Canyon; do you recall ? 

Senator Warkrns. I think that we have to pay the long-term rate 
that the Government will have to pay. 

Senator Anperson. I think that calculating the cost at Glen Canyon 
we used the 214 percent figure, but in writing the final legislation we 
had to write in the bill that the cost of money would be what it cost 
the Government. 

Mr. Rrrer. Would it be satisfactory if we used the round figure of 
3 percent ? 

Senator Anperson. Yes; I think that is all right. 

Senator Warxrns. Can you borrow any money at 3 percent on a 
long-term basis ? 

Senator Anperson. Let us try it on that. 

Senator Warkins We are having a squabble now over the lease- 
purchase program. One of the reasons for the difficulty is that they 
can’t get even 4 percent money. 

Mr. Rrrer. I am at your service. We will use whatever you wish. 

Senator Anprerson. I do not wish to argue. The Government was 
in a somewhat different situation in the lease-purchase situation than 
it is with its long-term commitments. 

Why do you not go ahead and give us the 3 percent table. If you 
find out subsequently you want another one, we can ask for 31%. 

Senator Watkins. Figure both ways, 3 and 314. 

Senator Anperson. Vi ery well. 

I think we will adjourn, now, a 2 o’clock this afternoon. 


(Whereupon, at 12: 30 p. m. the subeommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m. the same day. ) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator AnpreRsEN. The committee will come to order. 
Ts Mr. Coleman here ? 

Come right up, sir. 

Please be seated. 

You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF ALEX 0, COLEMAN, ST. ANTHONY, IDAHO 


Mr. Coteman. I am Alex O. Coleman, a farmer and stockman of 
St. Anthony, Idaho. My home place consists of a quarter section of 
land which is irrigated by the waters of the North Fork, or Henrys 
Fork, of the Snake River, with supplemental water from the Island 
Park Reservoir of the F remont- Madison Irrigation District. 

At the present time I am a member of the Committee of Nine, which 
regulates and manages the distribution of water for Water District 36, 
I am a director of the Idaho State Reclamation Associ ation, repre- 
senting the upper Snake River Valley. I am also serving the State 
of Idaho as a commissioner of the Columbia River Interstate C ompact 
Commission. For the past 17 years I have been a director of the 
Twin Groves Canal & Irrigation Co., which furnishes the larger por- 
tion of the natural-flow water for my farm. 

I am attending this hearing as a representi itive of the Idaho State 
Reclamation Association. The Idaho State Reclamation Association 
at its annual meeting for the past several years has repeatedly gone on 
record opposing a Federal high Hells Canyon Dam. The board of 
directors, at a meeting on February 23, 1957, again passed a resolution 
opposing such a dam, ‘and Tam submitting a copy of that resolution as 
a part of this statement. 

Some of our reasons for opposing this dain are, first, we feel that the 
building of such a dam is an infringement of our water rights; second, 
no Federal dam building should be considered on this interstate s tream 
until a compact is approved between the States involved ; third, it gives 
us no assurance of future upstream development ; fourth, it deprives 
the State of Idaho of the opportunity to develop her own natural re- 
sources; fifth, the Federal dam does not provide a means of flood con- 
trol as its proponents claim. Where flood control is needed is on the 

Salmon and the Clearwater. Sixth, the order of listing of preferential 
uses of water in this bill is highly objectionable to reclamationists, 

Let us consider this bill first as it affects our States rights. 

When Idaho was admitted to the Union as a State, her constitution 
was accepted by the Members of Congress and Set ators from the 42 
States of the Union. One paragraph of this constitution in pi rticular 
grants and regulates the rights of the use of water within the State. 
1 quote: 

Water being essential to the industrial prosperity of the State, and all agri- 
cultural development throughout the greater portion of the State depending upon 
its just apportionment to, and economical use by, those making a beneficial 
application of the same, its control shall be in the State, which, in providing 
for its use, shall equally guard all the various interests involved. All the waters 
of the State, when flowing in their natural channels, including the waters of all 
natural springs and lakes within the boundaries of the State— 

I should like you to pay particular attention to this clause— 


are declared to be the property of the State, whose duty it shall be to supervise 
their appropriation and allotment to those diverting the same therefrom for any 
beneficial purpose, and the right to the use of any waters of the State for useful or 
beneficial purposes is recognized and confirmed: and the right to the use of 
any of the public waters which have heretofore been or may hereafter be allotted 
or beneficially applied, shall not be considered as being the property right in 
itself, but such right shall become— 


and this is important— 
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the complement of, or one of the appurtenances of, the land or other thing 
which, through necessity, said water is being applied; and the right to continue 
the use of any such water shall never be denied or prevented— 

now these are the conditions under which Idaho was admitted as a 
sovereign State to the Union— 

from any cause than the failure on the part of the user thereof to pay the ordi- 
nary charges of assessments which may be made to cover the expenses for de- 
livery of such water. 

Senator ANDERSON. Could you explain how the bill in question 
would controvert that last? Or is that set forth in here? 

Mr. CoremAn. Well, as I view the bill, it being built by the Federal 
Government, at any time in the future when water becomes a scarce 
article I imagine that we would have to go to the Federal courts, and 
our State courts would have no jurisdiction over the adjudicating of 
that water whatsoever. It would be taken out of the hands of the 
courts of the State. 

Senator ANDERSON. Why do you believe that, Mr. Coleman ? 

Mr. CoremMAN. Well, any Government agency cannot be brought 
into a State court. You would have to go into a Federal court. 

I am not too much of a legal man, Senator, but that is our inter- 
pretation of it. 

Senator CHurcu. May I ask, Mr. Coleman, so that I will under- 
stand the purport of this testimony, is that your position that the 
construction of a Federal dam would give this power to the Govern- 
ment whereas the construction of private dams under Federal licenses 
would not ? 

Is that your position ¢ 

Mr. CotemaNn. If I understand the bill right, it is being built by an 
agency of the Federal Government. And let us say 10 years hence 
we have a series of droughts and there is not enough water to fill the 
dam, and the people down on the lower reaches of the river begin to 
clamor for water for power. 

There could be a court action brought. In so doing, it would have 
to be brought into the Federal courts and not taken into the courts of 
the State. 

Senator Cuurcu. But do you think that, based on your same hypo- 
thetical premise, if the dams were built by the Idaho Power Co. under 
a Federal license and some clamor was made for the use of the water 
downstream, that then the matter would not be subject to the Federal 
courts, but would be, rather, subject to the State courts? Is that your 
understanding of the law? 

Mr. Coteman. That is my understanding. 

Senator Cuurcu. Well, it is not my understanding. 

Senator AnpersON. It is a most interesting understanding of it. 

Senator CHurcn. And I do not think that that would prove to be, 
on careful analysis, the fact, because in either case the Federal courts 
would have jurisdiction. 

And, in any case, the power of the Federal Government over the 
water in the river remains there whether the private dams are built 
or whether a Government dam is built. 

Mr. Coteman. I still think that if any action should come it could 
be the power of the water users to bring the Idaho Power Co. to the 
courts of the State of Idaho to appear before the judges that are 
elected by the voters of the State. 
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Senator Cuurcn. If that were the fact. 

But I call your attention to the fact that these dams are being con- 
structed under Federal licenses, and that the power of the Federal 
Government is not diminished by virtue of the fact that private dams 
are being built pursuant to Federal licenses. 

“ LEMAN. That is a legal technicality that I am not familiar 
with. 

Senator CnurcH. But it runs to the very substance of your argu- 
ment. 

Senator Warxkrns. You would not say, Senator, that they could not 
sue the Idaho Power Co. in Idaho and bring it in a State court? 

Senator Cuurcu. I am saying that the Federal licenses, licensing 
the private dams, do not in any way interfere with Federal jurisdic- 
tion, nor do they deprive the Federal Government of jurisdiction, 
And this is the heart of the argument that is being made. I want to 
call that to the attention of the committee. 

Senator WarTxins. It seems to me what the witness is trying to say 
is, in effect, that they can sue the Idaho Power Co. in Idaho. 

Even though it may be a corporation, before it can do business in 
’ aay it has to be willing to accept process and be sued in the courts of 

daho, 

Mr. Coteman. That is right. 

Senator Cuurcu. I would say that is not relevant to the point that 
is being made. 

The point that is being made has to do with the water and the 
power over the water. It does not have to do with the venue of courts. 

The power over the water remains the same whether the private 
dams are built or whether the Government dam is built, because the 
private dams are built pursuant to Federal licenses. 

Senator Warxins. Even though they are, they are still operating 
in the State of Idaho. And, according to the State constitution, it 
would be a subject matter for the Idaho courts to pass upon. If the 
Federal Government did not like it they could take it to the Supreme 
Court of the United States or an intermediary court. 

Senator Cuurcu. Exactly so, which is the point I want to make. 

Senator Warxins. They can do that, if I understand him. But, 
if I understand correctly, it would be some advantage to the people 
of Idaho to be able to sue the Idaho Power Co. whereas they could 
not the United States Government. 

Mr. Coteman. That is right. 

Senator Warxins. Or any other State in the State courts. 

But they can sue the Idaho Power Co. if it interferes with their 
water rights, right in the State of Idaho in their own courts. 

Senator AnpERsoNn. They can sue them and possibly get tossed out 
on their ear, but it will give them that satisfaction. 

Senator Watkins. You mean by that that they would be thrown 
out for lack of jurisdiction. 

Senator Anprrson. I do not see how the State court in the State of 
Idaho can compel the Federal Government to do anything about.a 
license that is already issued. 

Senator Warkrns. It does not affect that. It affects the company, 
not the United States Government. 
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Senator ANperson. They can keep suing the company forever and a 
day, but they would not give them any satisfaction on the water in 
the Snake River, which is an interstate stream. 

Senator Cuvrcn. That is exactly the point. And the water remains 
under control of the Federal Government. 

senator Warkins. If you want to say that the water does not be- 
long to the people of Idaho; it is within the State of Idaho and they 
use it, or at least the tributaries, you are taking an untenable posi- 
tion. 

Senator Cuurcu. The point that is being taken is merely that the 
Constitution rests jurisdiction over interst ate navigable rivers in the 
Federal Government. And when you build a pr ivate dam in the Snake 
River you are not taking that power away from the Federal Govern- 
ment, and you are not tr ansferr ing it to the State. 

Senator Warxrns. The State has jurisdiction. 

I can say that we have interstate streams, and we have plenty of 
tributaries to the Colorado River, and I have personally sat as judge 
and adjudicated water on those interstate streams time and time again. 
And that is the same as any other State in the Union. 

We have sued the Utah Power & Light, and we have sued other 
people that were not even residents of the State of Utah. But be- 
fore they could do business in Utah they had to accept our laws and 
our constitution, and had to have process agents there and consent 
to be sued in our courts. 

That is what I am trying to point out. I think you are getting off 
the point. 

Senator Dworsuax. If the Federal Government has absolute juris- 
diction, I recall that Senator Neuberger testified this morning that 
when the Idaho Power proceeded to construct Brownlee Dam that it 
had neglected to apply for a license from the State of Oregon; did 
he not ? 

Senator Anperson. That is another dam. 

But what I was trying to say was, How does this bill change in 
any way the right of anybody to sue anybody in any court? 

Senator Cuurcn. I do not think it does. 

Senator Anperson. That is what I say. 

If you can tell us how this changes the rights I would like to 
hear it. 

This grants back to the State the same rights they now have under 
the Constitution, and preserves them completely. How in the world 
it is going to change where you can sue and whom you ean sue, I 
do not know. 

Let us go on. 

Mr. Coteman. Second, we as reclamationists feel that an inter- 
state compact is an absolute necessity on any interstate stream, par- 
ticularly the Snake River and the Columbia. 

Senator Dworshak and Senator Watkins took this position in 
the debate on S. 1333 last summer, and I fully concur in their views. 

We believe in compacts as a matter of policy, for an instrument of 
this kind establishes a “rule of the river” and guarantees many 
valuable things to the individual States. Among these favorable fea- 
tures are: 

1. The compact will mean more local participation in water resources 
development and control. The members of the commission will be 
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selected by the respective States and will be responsible to them (art, 
III). State water laws and all existing compacts are recognized and 
pane (art. VII). 

. It will enable the Columbia Basin States to work together. The 
— will establish the principle of area development. It will 
provide a common and official meeting ground, a means of planning 
together and a common voice for the region (art. IIT). 

3. It will promote the development of upstream storage. The com- 
pact will provide a method whereby all the States can participate in 
planning multipurpose upstream storage projects for flood control, 
irrigation, navigation, and hydroelectric generation (arts. V and V I). 

4. The compact will provide protection against out-of-basin diver- 
sion. It provides that no waters of the Columbia River system could 
be diverted out of the Columbia River Basin without the unanimous 
consent of all member States (art. VII). 

5. It will protect water supplies for consumptive use. Priority of 
water rights for beneficial consumptive uses in the upstream area, such 
as irrigation, industrial, and municipal uses, both those now existing 
and those completed by the year 2000, is recognized by the States as 
against downstream consumptive uses. By unanimous agreements, the 
final date for rights with priority may be extended unt il the year 2050 
(art. VIL). 

6. The Columbia interstate compact will not discriminate for or 
against public or private power. The compact makes no distinction 
among public, private, or Federal power. Its sole criterion of judg- 
ment is what developments are in the best interests of the entire region 
(arts. I, V, VI, VII). 

7. The compact will not create another tax-levying or bond-issuing 

agency. The commission will operate entirely on funds appropri: ated 
by the State legislatures (art. IV). 

8. The Columbia interstate compact will not limit Federal participa- 
tion in Columbia River Basin projects. The constitutional principle 
of control by the Federal Government over navigable waters is not 
violated by the compact, but through it the States are assured of a 
major part in planning and determining Federal policies affecting 
regional welfare. 

Senator ANnperson. I assume by that that you are in favor of the 
compact. 

Mr. Coteman. Very definitely. 

Senator ANprerson. That compact has been approved by the people 
of Idaho? 

Mr. Coteman. It has. 

Senator Anperson. But the people of Idaho have no way of com- 
pelling either the people of Oregon or Washington to accept it 4 

Mr. Coteman. No, sir. 

Senator AnpERSON. How can you ever hope to get it done? 

Senator Watkins. May I make a suggestion. 

They faced that very identical problem on the Colorado. California 
wanted to build the Hoover Dam and that big powerplant there. And 
before the Bureau would go ahead or anyone else on the deal they had 
to have a compact. 

In other words, the upper States were opposed to building the dam 
or building the powerplant, and they said we have got to have a com- 
pact, an agreement, before you go any further. 
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They forced them to. And that became the national policy, to see 
that, they had a compact. 

Senator Anperson. Did they get a compact? 

Senator Warxins. Certainly they g got a compact. 

Senator Anperson. They got a compact with all the States but 
Arizona, and they had to build the dam without Arizona. 

Senator Warkins. They had a compact with the major portion of 
the States, and finally Arizona came in as well, and California. 

Senator AnpErson. What they have now is a sort of gentleman’ s 
agreement that the major portions are going to stay out. 

“Senator Watkins. I do not think they ‘have a gentleman’s agree- 
ment on this. 

Senator Anprerson. They have 2 States out of 3 staying out. 

Senator Watkins. Two out of three? 

Senator Anprerson. Yes. 

Idaho has come in and Washington and Oregon have stayed out. 

It is fine to say that a compact is the ideal thing. 

Senator Warkins. If they cannot get their projects until they have 
a compact, then they will have one, 

Senator ANDERSON. You mean to have the dam. 

Senator Warxins. Surely. That is what California had to do. 
They either had to come to some agreement on the division of water 
or they could not get the Federal ‘Government to build the Hoover 
Dam. 

Senator Anperson. They are not in agreement yet on the water. 
The Federal Government went ahead without the agreement. <Ari- 
zona never did agree. 

Senator Warxins. They ratified it. 

Senator Anprrson. I am trying to say that a union of Europe, a 
tariff union or various other things would be desirable. But if I 
sat in the United States and said I want these six countries to get to- 
gether in a customs union in Europe, they could do as they please. 
And so could Washington or Oregon. 

Senator Warkrns. They can do as they please, but then, of course, 
the rest of the country can do as it pleases and say, “All right, if you 
want this we expect you to come to some agreement, not only on the 
division of water but on the division of power.” 

Senator Cuurcu. The difference, Mr. Chairman, I would suggest 
in the present problem and the analogy that has been made is that in 
the meantime the site here is going to be dev eloped with lesser projects, 
and that was not so in the case of the Hoover Dam. 

So we are not going to be faced with a clear-cut proposition of wait- 
ing until everybody agrees and then building, because by that time 
we are going to have small dams up and down the whole stretch of 
the river. 

Senator Waxtns. We did not have any private enterprises willing 
to step in and build them, and we do up there if the people need the 
power in the meantime. 

Senator Cuurcn. That is right. So I think the analogy is defec- 
tive, 

Senator Watkins. A couple of lawyers will disagree on that. 

Senator Anperson. Proceed. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Coleman, may I ask you one question, please. 

You have reviewed these reasons for supporting the compact, and 
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you have outlined them very well. I might say that 1 agree with you. 
that there are many advantages that we might achieve through a 
compact if we can get one adopted. 

But, in order that I can understand your testimony, do you mean 
that it is your position that until a compact is adopted we ought not 
to have any more Federal dams downstream from Idaho? 

Mr. Coteman. As far as the State of Idaho is concerned, I do. 

Senator Cuurcu. So you would not restrict your position just to 
the Hells Canyon Dani. You would oppose any Federal dams down- 
stream ? 

Mr. Coteman. I would. 

Senator Cuurcu. What is your feeling with respect to those that 
are presently there, of which there are a number, of course, as you 
know ? 

Mr. Coteman. Well, I do not think the compact would affect them 
in their operation. 

Senator Cuurcn. But it is your position that 

Mr. CotemaNn. I do not think any further development 

Senator Cuurcn. That there should be no further Federal develop- 
ment until all the States can agree on a compact? That is your’ 
position ? 

Mr. Coteman. That is my position. 

Senator Anperson. Then, following your logic, it was a mistake 
to do what they did without a compact, was it not? 

Mr. Coreman. That is right. Somebody was asleep quite a while 
back. 

Senator Anperson. They should not have built the Coulee Dam? 

Mr. Coteman. That is right, until there had been a compact. 

Senator Anperson. And they should not have built the Bonneville 
Dam ? 

Mr. Coteman, That isright. That is my position. Somebody was 
asleep on the job. 

Senator Atiorr. Mr. Chairman, is it not a fact that the testimony 
has developed that most of the power would go to Oregon and Wash- 
ington and they are downstream users, and they want the benefits but 
they do not wish to enter into any kind of agreement covering the 
water rights that they are disposing of ? 

[t is sort of like the position that California has assumed with 
respect to the Colorado River except that there we do have a compact. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say, with respect 
to that, that I could not disagree with the Senator more. 

In the first place, we have a bill before us that does not in any way 
impinge upon the water rights of the State of Idaho, and no one who 
has yet criticized the bill on this basis has been able to point to the 
provision in the bill that protects Idaho and the upstream irrigators’ 
rights and show in what manner or in what particular it is defective 
in any way. 

And the second thing I would like to say is that I take issue with the 
fact that this bill fails to reserve a very substantial block of power 
for Idaho, for it does. 

Senator Anperson. 500,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Cuurcu. 500,000 kilowatts, which is half again the entire 
production of the whole Idaho Power system. 
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If we base our arguments on premises that are not factual we cannot 

et the conclusions that are right. 

Senator Atrorr. The premises are factual. By your own state- 
ment the largest amount is going over into Oregon and Washington. 

And I submit to the Senator from Idaho that it is utterly ridiculous 
to plan for the disposition of any part of a river without compaeting 
with the States who are going to be affected. 

Senator Anperson. In the case of the Colorado River project, when 
Hoover Dam was built, allocations were made to the Senator’s State 
of Colorado and my State of New Mexico. 

Can the Senator tell me how much of the power from Boulder Dam 
is being used in Colorado? 

Senator Attorr. None of it in Colorado. 

Senator Anperson. Not a particle of it. 

And we got our rights, and a lot of use they were to us. 

Senator AtLorr. How are you going to provide for the protection of 
your people if you do not do it in the development of a river? 

On the Arkansas how would it have been possible to develop that 
as much as it has been developed without a compact with Kansas? 

Senator Anperson. You cannot protect your people against the 
downstream development of current. Anybody who had tried to cut 
California off from the use of current developed from Hoover Dam 
would be simply bucking his head against a stone wall. 

Senator Atitorr. We in Colorado couldn’t, and I do not presume 
you could have. 

Senator Anperson. We were allotted and you were allotted power 
out of Boulder Dam. We were allotted—TI have forgotten how many 
thousands of kilowatts. All we had to do was build a powerline all 
the way from Boulder Dam to New Mexico, and we could have had 
the power. 

It was an absurd thing to do and it was not justified economically. 

The natural thing to do was what the people of Colorado did, to kiss 
it goodby and go ahead and build a dam. 

I think Idaho is probably better off in the long run for having said 
that the power from Grand Coulee Dam and Bonneville Dam should 
be used in the development of the States. I think if Idaho had used 
more of it it might have had something similar to the rate of growth 
that Washington and Oregon have had. But they have a right to treat 
it as these people want to treat it. I think that is their right. 

I do no think they are damaged because somebody else had the inter- 
est to go on and make use of that power. 

Senator DworsuHak. May I ask you a question on that, Mr. Coleman ? 

You have been emphasizing the importance of interstate compacts. 
May I call your attention to the relevance of the attitude of the Cana- 
dian Government now in refusing to go along on the construction of 
the Libby Dam on the Kootenai River until such time as an agreement, 
which is virtually a compact, is entered into between Canada and the 
United States so far as the use of the electricity and benefits accruing 
from Libby Dam are concerned. 

Mr. Coreman. I appreciate that. 

Senator DworsHaAk. Is that not a fact? 

Mr. CoLemMan, Yes, sir. 
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‘Senator DworsHax. That Canada is refusing to go along in the con- 
struction of Libby Dam until such time as an understanding or an 
agreement or a compact is reached with the United States? 

Mr. Coteman. And let me fortify that by saying that Idaho igs 
getting the blame because we asked for those very things on the Snake 
River. 

The Oregonian and people in Oregon stated—and I have clippings 
from those papers to substantiate it—that that is the reason that the 
Canadian Government is taking the stand, is because Idaho took the 
stand. 

Senator Cuurcu. I take it by that you mean, Mr. Coleman, you ap- 
prove of the stand that the Canadian Government is taking in con- 
nection with the Libby Dam? 

Mr. Coteman. Well, I prefer not to answer that. I am not too well 
acquainted with the problems connected with it. So, in fairness to all, 
I. would prefer not to answer. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Coleman, the chairman asked you about 
the building of Grand Coulee Dam without a compact. 

Is it not a fact that both Libby and Coulee are on the main stem of 
the Columbia which drains water from areas outside of the State of 
Idaho and does not in any way—or to a very limited extent under any 
circumstances—affect the use of water or diversion of water within the 
State of Idaho? Because both Libby and Grand Coulee are on the 
main stream of the Columbia. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Chairman, I would submit that the discussion 
of the Libby Dam is not relevant to the question before us because the 
Libby Dam involves a sovereing country other than the United 
States—Canada—with certain sovereign rights. 

We have a bill before us that makes specific provision for the pro- 
tection of the rights of irrigators in my State, and also makes specific 
allotment of power for my State. And I think that we should analyze 
the testimony in the light of the provisions of the bill. 

Senator Anperson. I think I would say, however, that many things 
we do here are not completely relevant to the bills under considera- 
tion. 

Senator Warkrns. I personally think the matter is relevant because 
it is a river system we are talking about, and that is what we are re- 
lying on. 

The proponents of the bill are relying on the comprehensive devel- 
opment of the river. Anything that bears on that is certainly relevant 
to the discussion here. 

I would like to point out also that on the Colorado we had to have 
an agreement with Mexico before we could finally go ahead with our 
upper Colorado project. That was the principal reason I came back 
here as one of the people opposed to that. 

Senator Anprerson. We had a compact between the upper-basin 
States before we adopted the Mexican water treaty. 

Senator Warxrns. We had an overall river compact a long time 
before that. The Mexican water treaty was here in this body not too 
many years ago. The compact had’been in existence for many years, 
Senator, before the Mexican Water Treaty. I am sure you will find 
it checks up. 

Senator Anperson. I said the upper-basin development. 
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We did have Colorado stream development before the Mexican 
Water Treaty. The upper basin did not have to agree to it before 
the Mexican Water Treaty. 

I just wish we had never made the Mexican Water Treaty. We 
could have had that water back again some day. 

Senator Warxtns. I opposed ‘the terms of it. I felt we ought to 
have one. I was willing to give them 750,000 acre-feet instead of 
1,500,000. 

Senator Anperson. I wish you had been successful. 

Senator Warkrns. But you see the necessity of getting some kind 
of agreement or underst: nding where you have a “lot of people in- 
volved is highly important. It goes down even to a river system 
within a State. You have got to get your people in agreement there. 

We have had adjudication of rights where a stream is adjudicated 
from one end of it to the other, in our courts. And I think the same 


_thing is true in Idaho. We have got to get people in agreement be- 


fore } you go on with any great development, because later on you may 
have the whole thing upset by litigation. Nobody knows what may 
come up in the future. That is one of the problems connected with 
this whole story. 

Senator ANpersoN. Go ahead. 

Mr. Coteman. I would like, before I go on any further, to make 
an observation on the compact relative to the Governor of Oregon. 

Senator ANpERSON. Past or present ? 

Mr. Coteman. Present. 

The present Governor of Oregon was a member of our compact 
commission for a number of years. And when we signed the compact 
in January of 1955 he was the only dissenting one on the entire 
commission. 

It struck me as a rather peculiar incident. So I went back and re- 
viewed the minutes of our previous meetings, and I found that in 
August of 1954, at a meeting in Spokane, the now Governor made a 
motion to adopt a portion of our compact which, when he objected to 
signing, he used as one of the big points in his objection, and that is 
that Idaho has priority, has asked for priority of the use of water 
until the year 2000, and with special permission for another 50 years. 

And that was the reason he objected to the compact, even though 
he had made the motion that it be adopted. 

Senator Attorr. May I inquire, Mr. Coleman ? 

If I understand what you say, he then has completely reversed his 
position with respect to this matter since 1954 when he made that 
statement. ‘That is in supporting this matter unequivocally, now he 
has completely reversed his position, then, or almost so. 

Mr. Coreman. He made the motion, but there is some question in 
my mind as to whether he was truly sincere in it. I would rather think 
maybe he had some political aspirations. 

Senator Anperson. Then he succeeded in them. 

Mr. Coteman. He certainly did. 

Senator ANperson. In whatever he was doing. He seemed to know 
What he was doing. 

All I can say is that when I first came around here they had a Re- 
publican Governor and 2 Republican Senators, and 3 out of 4 Repub- 
lican Congressmen from Oregon, and now it is quite a bit different. 
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Senator Warxrys. If we are going to bear testimony to what has 
happened, we have reversed the situation, such as you have done, in 
Utah. 

Senator Anperson. There is a lot of of reversing going on right 
along. We go back and forth. 

Wasn't it Mr. Emerson who said, “When consistency dominates 
one’s action the development of character is at an end” ? 

Senator Warxtins. I think the Senator from Idaho could use his 
term now that this is not relevant. 

Senator Cuurcu. But enjoyable. 

Senator Warkins. We have to break the monotony every once ina 
while. 

May I make this one remark: This political element that has been 
thrust into this, I think before we get through, is going to be very, very 
funny. 

Mr. Coteman. Our third reason for opposing this bill is that it 
gives us absolutely no assurance of future upstream development. 

Now, gentlemen, I am sure that no conscientious Senator in this 
great body would consent to the expenditure of one-half to one 
billion dollars of the United States Treasury funds of the taxpayers’ 
hard-earned money to build this dam without the assurance of ade- 
quate water to fillit. This can only be done by the filing on all of the 
unappropriated waters that are and may be at any iuture time a part 
of Snake River. This fact alone would deprive Idaho of any future 
independent development. Agriculture would be stopped immedi- 
ately. 

Senator Anprerson. Has that been your experience across the coun- 
try as these projects have been developed? That all agriculture 
stops at once? 

Mr. CoLteman. You cannot use water for reclamation unless you 
have the water. 

Senator ANDERSON. I assume that is true. But has it stopped all 
agriculture in the Columbia Basin? 

Mr. Coteman. Let me explain a little further here. I will read on. 

Senator Cuurcu. May I ask you, Mr. Coleman, where you get the 
basis for these assertions in view of the testimony that has been made 
here by the watermaster on the Snake River and others that the Hells 
Canyon Dam would impose this kind of requirement on the Snake 
River and prevent any future reclamation in Idaho? 

What is the basis for these statements ? 

Mr. Coteman. Senator, before we could build Palisades Dam, the 
people who had been using water out of the Snake River were com- 
pelled to forego that privilege during the winter—that water had been 
used for the watering of livestock—because there wasn’t enough water 
to fill the Palisades Reservoir unless the winter flow could be stopped 
entirely. 

Those farmers were asked to drill wells and cease using winter 
water out of the Snake River so there would be enough so that the 
Palisades would fill. 

Now if we build another dam farther down the river it is going 
to be a bigger tax on the already overappropriated river. 

Senator Cuurcn. Has the Palisades Dam resulted in depriving any 
farmers in eastern Idaho of their water rights ? 
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Mr. Coteman, No. 

Senator CuurcH. It has not; has it? 

Mr. Coteman. No; it has not. But these farmers that were using 
that winter water for the use of livestock had to cease and drill wells 
themselves to water their stock because they needed that water to fill 
the reservoir. 

Senator ANbeERSON. Is that not customary, that domestic water 
comes from pumps ? 

Mr. Coteman. Well, it is customary, I have no doubt. But in our 
vicinity where we have had plenty of water we have used the water to 
water our livestock, 

Senator ANDERSON. But that is a waste of use, is it not? 

Mr. CoteMaANn. That is a matter of personal opinion. I always 
thought that the use of water was very essential to my stock. 

Senator ANpERSON. Well, you would have to divert water for a 
small trickle. 

Mr. Coteman. A trickle. But when you get to watering maybe 
2,000 or 3,000 head of cattle and maybe 10,000 or 15,000 head of sheep 
it is not a trickle, 

Senator ANDERSON. No; but you are well able to afford pumps if 
you have got that many. 

Senator WarTkins. Senator, I do not know how it is in your State 
down there where you do not have any real winters, but up my way 
we run water in most of our canals and irrigation ditches. 

We used to have enough through the winter season to take care of 
all domestic needs, including the use for people in the country for 
their own consumption, for the people and also for domestic animals 
of all kinds. 

Senator ANDERSON. We do not believe in that. Colorado watches 
us on the north, and Texas on the south, and between the two we have 
to be very careful. 

Senator Warkins. That is the only means they had for water in 
those rural areas unless they hauled it great distances from the 
streams, and that is out of the question. 

So most of the canals in olden times used to have water all winter 
long. And that was a winter right. 

Not only that, but we have been advised by agriculture college 
people to put water on our lands in winter to keep up the water table 
and to probably fill the soil lower down with enough water that it 
would take care of the alfalfa so you would not. have to irrigate so 
much in the summer. 

Senator CuurcH. Mr. Coleman, you have said that the Palisades 
Dam has not deprived any farmers of their water rights. 

Now in connection with the Hells Canyon Dam | take it by this 
statement that you have made that you disagree with the testimony 
of the watermaster on the river who said, in effect, or who has said 
heretofore that there is plenty of water in the river not only to fill 
the needs of the Hells Canyon Dam but to fill the needs of such a dam 
twice over with water to spare in the driest seasons. 

That being the purport of his testimony, you disagree with it? 

Mr. Coteman. I definitely do. 


89648—57——-12 











172 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


Senator Cuurcu. And you feel that your statement is supported, 
that if the Hells Canyon Dam were built it would prevent any future 
reclamation in Idaho? 

Mr. Coteman. I think it would prevent any future development to 
any great extent. I certainly do. That is the concensus of most of 
the agriculturists. 

Senator CuurcH. Very well. I just wanted to understand your 
position. 

Mr. Coteman. Right here may I anticipate a defense of the bill by 
its proponents. 

You may let me go on to that. 

They will, no doubt, contend that the building of this dam will give 
greater development to the State. 

I contend that it will not because it takes away from the courts of 
this State the right to settle the disputes that may arise between par- 
ties over the use of the water, and put such litigation into the Federal 
courts. 

There is the possibility then that the building of this dam would 
do one or more of these things: It could either stop future develop- 
ment in agriculture; it could threaten the water rights of land now 
in production; or it could be built without the guaranty of adequate 
water for its maintenance. 

In any of these events, the building of this dam would deprive the 
State of Idaho of the constitutional right to fulfill her obligations to 
her citizens. 

Senator Cuurcu. Now, Mr. Coleman, having made that statement, 
I will ask you if you are acquainted with section 2 of the bill. 

Mr. Coreman. Yes, sir; I have read it. 

Senator Cuurcu. Do you find anything in section 2 in the bill that 
would indicate that the dam, if built, w vould not operate in a way 
subordinate to the first claim of the upstream irrigators, as the bill 
now reads? 

Mr. Coteman. I maintain this, Senator, that section 2 would be 
unable to protect the upstate water rights were we to have a series 
of droughts, not enough water coming to fill the dam. 

The Government has spent anywhere from a half to a billion dollars 
to build that dam. All of this labor on the lower end of the stream 
would be put out of work and they would be screaming for the water 
for power. 

What would be the natural thing to do? 

We must fill this dam. We need that down here for industrial 
development. 

Senator Cuurcr. Do you know of any case involving a high Fed- 
eral dam where this has ever happened before ? 

Mr. Coteman. I do not know of any case. 

But you know, Senator, I think that the meanest thing a man can 
do is to put candy before a child and expect him never to touch it. 
That is almost criminal. And I think to give a politician—whoever he 
may be or wherever he may be—the right that in some future time 
he can take that water is just as big a crime. It is there, the right 
is there, and it is their privilege. 

It is just as big a crime as putting candy before a child. 
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Senator Cuurcu. Then your argument has nothing to do with the 
present provision in the law, but with the possibility that some future 
Congress might change that provision. 

Mr. Coteman. That is right. Some future Congress might do it. 

Let me say on that section 2, I do not think that this new philosophy 
or thinking that you have put in has changed it any. I think that 
is just a misnomer that has been used out in Idaho to kind of fortify 

ou here. 

If it is, then Senator Morse, Senator Neuberger, and Representative 
Pfost have sure pulled a fast one on us in the past because they said 
that their bills were absolutely safe for the water users. And here 
you come along and say no, I am going to put in something that will 
make it absolutely safe. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Coleman 

Mr. Coteman. Just let me finish. 

Senator CHurcu. Don’t tell me what I said. I will tell you what 
I said. 

Mr. Coteman. I just read it out of the bill, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Go ahead. 

Mr. Coteman. I guess I am through. 

Senator Warxins. Mr. Chairman 

Senator Cuurcu. May I just clarify that because I have never 
said that last year’s bill did not give unrestricted protection. 

Mr. Coteman. I never said you did either. 

Senator Cuurcn. As a matter of fact, I supported last year’s bill, 
and I want you to know that because I supported it at the time that 
it was being debated, and, in fact, engaged in a long series of debates 
with the Idaho Daily Statesman in connection with it. 

I have merely added to the bill’s language which makes it expressly 
clear that the operation of the dam is to be subordinate to State water 
law, thinking that this would remove any doubt that may have 
lingered in connection with the protective provisions in section 2. 

‘And I have yet to be shown where that protective provision, as it 
now stands in the pending bill, fails to.give full, unequivocal and 
unrestricted protection to the upstream irrigators in Idaho. And you 
have not shown me where it does. 

Mr. Coteman. No, and I do not know as I can. 

But I am just using the language that the Senator used when he 
introduced the bill. 

He said: 

I was proud to modify section 2 of the bill, although I do not think the modifi- 
= changes its meaning or effect at all. However, I think the modification 

elps. 








Our papers out home came out with the statement 

Senator Anperson. Is that not just exactly what he got through 
saying ? . 

Mr. Coteman. Yes. 

Senator ANperson. You said that if what he had done were true, 
that Senator Morse and Senator Neuberger and Mrs. Pfost had pulled 
a fast one. 

What fast one did they pull? 

Mr. Coteman. Because our papers at home come out and say this, 
that Senator Church went to work and wrote some more into the bill 
that gives Idaho protection of her water rights. 
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Senator Morse says here: 


Mr. President, I wish to say that I am exceedingly proud to have associated 
with me, as composer of the bill, the junior Senator from Idaho (Mr. Church), 
To the people of Iduho I wish to say that he met with the authors of the bill, 
He presented to us his concern—as it was our concern—about seeing to it that 
the water rights of the people who live on the banks of the river are protected, 

Senator AnperRson. Yes. 

Mr. Coteman. According to that, then, I would assume that, it 
had never been protected heretofore. 

Senator Anprerson. Well, that is certainly a wonderful assumption. 

Senator Cuurcn. It is a ‘strange assumption to make, 

Senator ANpERSON. Everybody thought they were protected before. 

I do not think you have a right to do as you please. I do not know 
why you come in here and say somebody pulled a fast one because they 
tried to protect it adequately, and somebody added some other lan- 
guage which he says is not necessary in his opinion, and others think 
is not necessary. 

But when he pulls the props out from under the people who have 
been saying that the rights had not been protected you say somebody 
pulled a fast one. 

I do not think that was very fast. Do you really believe so? 

Mr. CoLteMan. I really do. 

Senator Warkins. I would like to read the section, Mr. Chairman, 
in the bill, S. 555: 

Sro. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of any other law, the operation of the 
Hells Canyon Dam shall not conflict with, and shall be subordinate to, present 
and future rights te the use of water for irrigation or other beneficial consump- 
tive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State law, of the 
waters of the Snake River and its tributaries upstream from the dam and 
downstream. 

On the face of that you might think, well, that sounds all right. 

But the amount of water, how much Idaho can take out, it is claimed, 
is not entirely governed by Idaho State law. If it were—and if that 
is what they are willing to admit that Idaho has, under its con- 
stitution in the section that was read here—Idaho would have full 
control of all of it. 

Senator Anverson. It says “valid under State law.’ 

Senator Warkins. That is why you have to have a compact. to 
determine that very question so you do not have endless litigation. It 
is a very strong reason. 

Senator Anperson. You have got a compact on the Colorado, and, 
unless I am mistaken, we are still in litigation 35 years after it was 
passed. 

Senator Warkins. But you can imagine what it would be if we 
had not had a compact. 

Senator Anperson. You couldn’t have any more. If you are in- 
volved in litigation you are involved in litigation. It is like being 
married. If you are married you are mar ried, 

Senator Warxins. When you get into interpretation of a compact 
sometimes you have some difficulties. But they do not ordinar ily try 
to overthrow the basic rights that are determined in it. 

Senator ANnperson. You have ot a compact in New Mexico with 
the State of Texas on the Pecos River, and the Supreme Court just 
got through dismissing 5 years of litigation that is going on there. 
And Texas is now getting ready to file again. 
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So for the next 35 or 40 years we will be in litigation. 

Now the Governor of Colorado has just announced that he thinks 
the compact on the Rio Grande is bad; and we will get in difficulty 
about it. And I assume we will because it is bad. 

Texas got a certain amount of water, and New Mexico is a sort of 
residuary legatee, and Colorado gets what is left. Colorado has a 

retty rough time. 

Senator WarKrns. We have one on the upper Colorado which we 
are not litigating, and it has solved a lot of difficulties. 

Senator Anprrson. We are not home yet. 

Senator Warxrns. If it will make you happy, we are on our way. 

But with such good-natured people as you and I, we will not have 
any trouble. 

Mr. Corpman. Fourth, this bill deprives Idaho of the right to 
develop her own natural resources. 

Water is to Idaho what coal and oil are to the great States of Penn- 
sylvania, Utah, and Wyoming. Water is to Idaho what copper is 
to Montana. Water is to Idaho what offshore oil is to Texas, Louisi- 
ana, and California. Water is to Idaho what natural gas is to Okla- 
homa and Texas. Water is to Idaho what timber and fishing indus- 
tries are to Washington and Oregon. 

If we are, as citizens of Idaho, forced into federalization of water, 
our chief natural resource, then why should not all other States be 
forced into federalization of their natural resources? We in Idaho 
have not interfered in the natural resource development of our sister 
States. Why then should Idaho be deprived of her right to manage 
her most valuable resource for her benefit ? 

Reclamationists do not favor being deprived of the means of mak- 
ing their livelihood. 

Fifth, this bill, S. 555, is not a means of flood control as it claims. 
The inclusion of the words “flood control” is merely one vehicle by 
which the proponents of this bill expect to secure control of the 
waters of Snake River. 

To illustrate my contention, let us take a look at the actual figures 
which have been tabulated in the Department of the Interior bulletin 
entitled “Surface Water Supply of the United States, 1948 Issue, 
Part 13, Snake River Basin Geological Survey Water Supply Paper 
1123.” 

This bulletin was prepared in cooperation with the States of Tdaho, 
Oregon, Utah, Washington, Wyoming, and other agencies. I quote 
from that book regarding the second greatest flood since records 
were kept. 

This is our contention: the floodwaters should be checked on the 
streams which pour forth the floods. To support our position, allow 
me to quote figures from the above-mentioned water supply paper: 

During the 1948 flood the highest maximum discharge of the Clearwater 
River at Spalding was 177,000 second-feet. At the same time the Salmon River 
was discharging at Whitebird 103,000 second-feet. For the same period the 
maximum discharge of Snake River at Oxbow, which is at the last gaging station 
above the presently proposed Federal Hells Canyon Dam site, was 55,100 second 
feet. For the 3 months of April, May, and June of this year, 1948, the Clear- 
water produced 5,622,700 second-feet days of floodwater. 

And maybe if I put that into acre-feet it would be clearer. That 
would be 11.155,000 acre-feet. 
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The Salmon River for the highest 3-month period—May, June and July—pro- 
duced 3,552,430 second-foot days of floodwater or 7,046,000 acre-feet of water, 
making a total of 9,175,130 second-foot-days or 18,201,000 acre-feet of water; the 
Snake River for its highest 3 months of floodwater, April, May, and June, pro- 
duced 2,835,900 second-foot-days or 5,625,000 acre-feet of water, the vast difference 
of 6,339,250 second-foot-days or 12,576,000 acre-feet. 


In other words, the Salmon and the Clearwater Rivers produced 


three times as much floodwater as the Snake River. On which river, 
then, is the flood control needed ? 


(The statement referred to follows :) 


Snow pack in Snake River Basin 


Apr. 1, 1948, | Mar. 1, 1956, 





Course percent of percent of 
| average average 
ABOVE HELLS CANYON 
Above Jackson Lake____. Bibs. C6524 4 Mer ; 89 158 
Pp RE NE LS eee ee eee , 91 124 
Heise to American Falls_____- - eee | 97 124 
Southern tributaries_.._.. Bee be ot zee , : 96 | 120 
Big Lost River......._.- scalded ae pees 87 | 131 
Big Wood River___...-_-/.- D445 abd Adi i 24) 82 129 
Boise River. ........-- dine 7 ; ee ie ded ee SA J 89 | 135 
Gwyhee River___.....-- - . : 7 5 . dud 100 120 
Payette diver. .6...222-- 2.05202 : cataracts hate ha do Diggs gates | 96 32 
DE TOE «iin ot been nou ens . es tes atta — 112 128 
pS a Se eT ye a ee rot SLY a Peas 117 | 132 
Powder River-......-..---.- ag i ree 7 | 116 130 
BELOW HELLS CANYON 
Imnaha River. os rey iT oe evi ye: ; Sekitths- 23eed3 118 156 
isramae monde River. ;.....-....2...--- ee bt Slee il dk 121 143 
Salmon River___.----- Wels alia sii elt by dabibedls dou tisbiinca) 108 129 
Clarwater River...... -«.J.>-}4.-2....-.-- 128 128 


| 
| | 


Note.—The Snake River at Hells Canyon was not a great contributor to the flood of 1948; the reason, as 
this list clearly indicates, is that on only 3 out of 12 courses above Hells Canyon was the snow pack above 
normal in 1948. 

By contrast, in 1956 the snow pack on none of these 12 courses was as low as the highest figure for 1948. 

Senator Cuurcii. Mr. Coleman, may I ask whether you think the 
1948 figures are necessarily typical of the river flow at alltimes? That 
is in connection with other floods that we have had. Or do you think 
that varies? 

Mr. Cormman. That may vary. But in all of this talk we have 
heard about in the building of a high dam it has all been centered 
around the 1948 flood and the 1894 flood, and that is the reason I used 
those figures. 

Senator Cuurcu. Yes. 

I do not quibble with you. I just wanted to get your view. 

I would like to ask you this question : 

Even in 1948 you would say, would you not, that the Snake River 
contributed to the flood condition downstream, even though, as you 
pointed out, the Clearwater in that year may have contributed more, 
and the Salmon? But, nevertheless, there is a confluence there of all 
three rivers, and all of the water goes down so that the Snake River 
played its part, did it not? 

Mr. Cormman. Oh, yes. It played its part. 

Senator CuHurcn. Yes. 

Mr. CorrmaNn. But the point is this, that they are crying about 
flood control at Hells Canyon when the floods are not there in propor- 
tion to down by Lewiston. 
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Senator Cuurcu. I understand your point, but I just wanted to 
make the point that even in 1948 the Snake River was a part. of the 
system that generally contributed to the flood downstream. 

And I would ask you this question 

Mr. CotrMaANn. Let me say before you go to this question 

Senator CuurcH. Yes. ; 

Mr. Coteman. We never hear about the floods from the Clearwater 
and Salmon in all of this mention of the Hells Canyon. That is why 
I brought that in. 

Senator Cuurcn. I see why you brought it in. I think it is a very 
good point. j 

But I just want to ask this question, that as far as the Snake River 
is concerned and insofar as it may contribute from time to time to a 
flood situation downstream, is it not true that the high dam would 
provide a larger measure of protection than the Idaho Power dams 
would in terms of storage capacity ? 

Mr. CotemMaNn. Well, really to be honest with you, I just do not 
know what the storage capacity is of those dams. 

Senator Cuurcn. I see. 

Mr. Coteman. Al. of the ballyhoo which we hear about flood con- 
trol on the Snake River and its contribution to the floods on the lower 
Columbia could be avoided if the dams were only built where the floods 
originate. These floods on the upper and lower region would then 
be taken care of in one comprehensive plan. 

And I would like to stress that “comprehensive” because that is 
all we hear, and they do not care anything about the floods; only 
on the lower stem of the river. 

Senator Cuurcn. In that connection let me say I agree with you 
that in flood control, which is very important to our State, we ought 
to consider both the part that small dams upstream will play as 
well as dams downstream. And perhaps in terms of soil conservation 
the most effective kind of flood control we could find would be in small 
upstream dams rather than in large ones. 

I just want to say I think that comprehensive flood control is some- 
thing that does entail upstream dams as well as downstream dams. 

Mr. Coteman. I am glad to hear you say that, Senator, because if 
we stop the floodwater on the upstream portion there would not be any- 
thing to fill Hells Canyon. I appreciate the statement very much, 

Senator Cuurcu. I think the history of upstream dams, in all 
objectivity, has been that the water stored in them is put to use and 
flows back down the river to fill the dams downstream so that it does 
not ultimately deprive the dams of water. But upriver dams play 
an important part in our comprehensive development of river resources 
as well as dams downstream. 

Senator Anprerson. Mr. Coleman, I was called out, unfortunately, 
and I want to put in right at the end of these figures a table that 
shows the snow pack in the Snake River Basin, the April 1, 1948, 
percent of average and March 1,1956. (See p. 176.) 


gene figures you have used for 1948 are absolutely correct and 
e. 
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Mr. Corerman. Thank you, Senator. I appreciate that. 

Senator Anperson. But the 1956 percentage of average is quite 
substantially different. These figures are much higher. And we 
could have had, if .we had had a little faster melting, some trouble 
perhaps in 1956. 

Mr. Coteman. That is questionable, Senator. 

Senator Anprrson. I grant that. 

Mr. CoLEMAN Because we have plenty of dams up on the river, and 
they were manipulated in 1956. Had they not been manipulated 
that flood could have been about as bad. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am going to take your statement of it. 

Mr. Coreman. There was nearly a half-million acre-feet stored at 
Palisades which was stored during this flood control, w hie th, soon after 
it went down, had to be drawn out. 

Senator Anprrson. When they had rapid melting conditions of a 
hight snow pack in 1948 the flood stage reached 55,000 cubic feet per 
second in the Hells Canyon. In 1956 you had a relatively slow melt, 
And you never know which you are going to get. 

The worst flood that I think I have seen in the Rio Grande came 
one time when it was just announced we were absolutely safe. And 
we were all out with sacks of sand for days thereafter. We never 
know when these things are coming down. 

Thank you for permitting me to put that statement in. 

Mr. Coreman. That is all right. 

Mr. Coteman. Small dams on the upper portion of Snake River, 
where the watersheds pour forth the floodwaters, can be constructed 
at far less expense to the taxpayers, and the stored water can be used 
for beneficial purposes such as reclamation, hydroelectric power, navi- 
gation, recreation, and recharging of the under ground water storage, 
than to build one huge dam on the lower course of the river. 

Mr. Chairman, I am certain that in any study of:a truly compre- 
hensive nature by either the Army engineers or the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, or both, that they will re: ich the conclusion that no lower 
river dam on the Snake River would fit into the overall, feasible, com- 
plete development of either the Columbia or the Snake River Basins. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, is it good engineering to allow our precious 
water, laden with valuable topsoil, to cut and rip 500 miles across our 
State, causing destruction and waste of property as it flows toward 
the ocean, to be stored in a dam which has no reclamation features 
whatsoever / 

Let me repeat, when the dams are placed where the floods originate 
the water can be used to its full beneficial capacity, whether for recla- 
mation, which includes all of the recognized branches of agriculture, 
the production of hydroelectric power or for navigation. 

Our sixth point of contention with the proponents of this bill is the 
place they have relegated to reclamation in their listing of the pur- 
poses for which they’ wish to have this bill enacted. 

If the time ever comes when this issue is hard pressed and contro- 
versies are taken into the Federal courts, which is the only recourse 
and in which our State courts cannot participate, the advocates of 
water for power could say “Congress gave us preferential use of the 
water.” 

So, gentlemen, under this bill there goes our water, Idaho’s most 

valuable natural resources, down the river to build industries for the 
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Northwest. Is it any wonder that reclamationists are concerned 
with these future prospects / 

Senator Cuurcu. Now, Mr. Coleman, in the first place, will you 
show me where in this bill, having made so sweeping a statement, there 
jg any provision that gives preference to the power generating at the 
Hells Canyon Dam over and above the claim of the irrigationists to 
the water in the Snake River? 

Mr. CoLEMAN (continuing) : 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in order to foster comprehensive devel- 
opment of the resources of the Columbia River and its tributaries, and for the 
purposes, among others, of controlling and utilizing the Snake River and its 
tributaries for beneficial objects, including generation of hydroelectric power— 
No. 1. 

Senator Cuurcu. Now, Mr. Coleman, is it—— 

Mr. CoLeEMAN (reading) : 
and energy for national defense and other purposes 


Senator Cuurcu. Is it your reasoning that this recital in the-first 
art of the bill, which sets out all of the things that we can expect a 
ells Canyon bill to accomplish, has placed the generating of elec- 
sans’ in a priority eae over the right of the water users upstream 
= isted first among the various uses that are set out ? 





»ly because it is 
Mr. CotemMan. I certainly do. 

Senator Cuurcn. That is your interpretation of the bill ? 

Mr. Coteman. Absolutely. 

Senator Cuurcn. And this, in spite of the fact that section 2 makes 
it explicit ? 

Mr. Coteman,. That is only secondary. 

Senator Cuurcn. That is your interpretation. 

Mr. CotEMAN. That is my interpretation. 

Senator Cuvrcn. It certainly is not mine. And it would be a very 
strange construction to be placed upon the bill by any court because 
section 2 specifically refers to the operation of the dam, and makes 
it explicitly subject to the first claim of upstream irrigators. And 
there is little question in the reading of the bill, and there can be no 
question but what the dam is made expressly subject to the first claim 
of the upstream irrigators, 

Senator Anperson. I do think this: I do not want to interpret the 
law, but I find that most of us who are not lawyers have greater ease 
in interpreting the law than lawyers do because we are not so cautious 
about it. We can speak frankly if we do not understand it. 

However, I do not believe that if you went home and checked with 
a recognized expert on reclamation law he would not tell you that the 
recital of the fact that you are going to generate power, irrigate land, 
and have flood control means that they get preferential rights in that 
order, that the first preference shall be the power, and that the second 
shall be irrigation, and the third flood control. 

I do not believe that you would find any reputable lawyer who will 
tell you that. 

In the Boulder Canyon project I believe you will recognize there 
are a good many acres and acres of land irrigated by the water of the 
Colorado River in the State of Colorado and the State of Arizona; 
would you not? 
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Mr. Coteman. I imagine. 

Senator AnpErson. There is a section there that tells how it starts 
out to develop these dams. We just got through with the upper Colo- 
rado storage project that is for reclamation and is going to control 
floods, but it dia not establish a priority because we named one or the 
other first. 

Mr. Coteman. Well, Senator, if a dam is built for reclamation, that 
is what it is built for. If a dam is built for power, that is what it is 
built for; isn’t that right? 

And that is what this dam is built for, is for power. 

Senator Anperson. But there is nothing in this bill or anywhere 
else that says that this is done solely for the generation of power. 

Mr. Coteman. Not solely. 

Senator Anperson. And that, therefore, you can cut off irrigation- 
ists who live above it in order to keep it running. 

You have got some other dams out in that part of the country that 
are going to also be generating power. 

Mr. Coteman. But the bill says that it is being built to generate 
power, which isa fact. It is not being built for reclamation purposes, 
by no means. 

They can’t use it for irrigation unless they carry it back in a bucket, 

Senator ANprerson. We had a project quite a while ago for the cen- 
tral Arizona project, and we have several jobs in California—Folsom 
Dam and others, as [ remember—which are largely power dams. Do 
you understand that if power came first the people of California could 
not use any water in case they got short on irrigation or domestic uses 
in spite of what. the constitution of the State of California s says ¢ 

Mr. Coteman. I believe a bill does what it says. Ireally do. And 
this bill says that it is being constructed for the purpose of generating 
electricity, and not for the } purpose of reclam: ation. 





If you can show me in there where it says there are going to be some | 


reclamation features in it I will take you ishing, 

Senator ANprrson. It does not say that, of course. But it does say 
“that in order to foster comprehensive development of the Columbia 
River.” And it says specifically “generation of hydroelectric power, 
irrigation of lands, navigation, and flood control.” 

Those are the purposes of the whole river. And you cannot pick out 
one clause and say that applies to this dam, 

Mr. Coteman. Well, you cannot tell me that there is any reclama- 
tion feature in that dam. 

Senator AnpERsON. On the river. This relates to the whole Colum- 
bia River. 

Would you sit here and tell me there is no irrigation on the Colum- 
bia anywhere ? 

Mr. Coteman. I would not say that. But we are talking about the 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Cuurcn. I would point to several provisions that are re- 
lated to reclamation. 

I think if you read page 2 you will find them, including the Scrivner 
Creek power facilities of the Payette unit of the Mountain Home 
Division, as described in the report of the Commissioner of Reclama- 
tion, approved by the Secretary on May 11, 1951. 
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I would ask you further, what reclamation benefits do you think you 
are going to obtain from the small private utility dams in the Hells 
Canyon that will be built in its place? 

Senator ANperson. I was coming to that. 

What will come from the Oxbow Dam? What reclamation will 
derive from that? 

Mr. CotemaNn. I do not know. 

Senator ANDERSON. You are not opposed to it; are you? 

Mr. CotemaNn. No, I don’t know as I am particularly opposed. I 
am not here in any way protecting the Idaho Power. 

Senator Anprrson. No, no. 

Mr. Coteman. I think they are big enough to protect themselves. 

Senator Cuurcu. I think you are right on that. 

Senator ANDERSON. You are not opposed to Oxbow Dam; are you? 

Mr. Cotpman. They give us some right in the building of those 
dams. They filed some la inguage with the State reclamation engineer, 
and also in’ the Federal Power Commission which gives us a little 
assurance. 

Senator Cuvurcu. You object, saying that this bill has.no reclama- 
tion. I take issue with you there because I think there are provisions 
in this bill that are related to it. 

Moreover, I call attention to the fact that through the sale of power 
from Government dams like Hells Canyon we may ultimately get 
revenues that will help defray the costs of reclamation.. And the 
reclamation association has offic ially recognized this need. 

I ask you where in the Idaho Power dam development in the Hells 
wer you are going to get any money that will help in any way 
for any future reclamation. 

Mr. Coteman. I do not know what the amount or anything is, but 
Idaho Power is one of the biggest taxpayers in our State. 

Senator Neugercer. Do those taxes go to reclamation ? 

Mr. Coteman. They do not go to reclamation, no doubt, but they 
are contributing to the welfare of Idaho. 

Senator Neurercer. | can remember this very well. We met in 
this very room with representatives of the National Reclamation Asso- 
ciation and the spokesmen from the various States, and the executive 
secretary of the National Reclamation Association said, when I was 
questioning him, that there would be no revenues at all, to his knowl- 
edge, from the Idaho Power dams that would be applied to reclamation 
or to irrigation projects, 

Mr. Coteman. I think that isa fact. 

Senator ANprprson. What we are trying to get to is here is a state- 
ment that if they ever get hard pressed for water and get into court— 
because this says something about power dams—the advocates of 

waterpower could say “Congress gave us preferential use of the water.” 

We are trying to find out where in this bill Congress gives water- 
power a preferential right. 

Now if the granting rof a permit to build a dam does it, then what 
happens on the lower Hells C anyon Dam, the Oxbow Dam, and the 
Brownlee Dam? Aren’t those all for power? 

Mr. Coteman. Yes. 

Senator ANpERSON. That is right. 

If they are all three for power and the water gets low, ‘since they 
have got a Federal permit, can the Idaho Power Co. go into’court on 
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their Federal permit, and say that Congress gave them a preferential 
right to the water, and take it away from you ! 

Mr. Coteman. No. 

Senator Anperson. Now if they cannot do it there, how can they do 
it in the other ? 

Mr. Coteman. Because they have had written into their license 
language that protects us. 

Senator ANpERsON. Into whose language ¢ 

Mr. Coteman. From the Federal Power Commission. 

Senator Anprerson. Did the Federal Power Commission write one 
word in the Idaho Power license that gave you irrigation protection? 

You read it to me. 

Mr. Coteman. We will see what it says. 

Senator Cuurcu. I would like, in connection with that language, 
to compare it with the language that is used here in the Hells Canyon 
bill. 

Senator Anperson. Let him read it. I want to hear what the Fed- 
eral Power Commission did with reclamation. 

Mr. Coteman. To what? 

Senator Anperson. I want to know what the Federal Power Com- 
mission did to give you people reclamation rights. 

Mr. Coteman. They did not give us reclamation rights. They gave 
us protection. 

Senator Anperson. Let me hear what protection they gave you. 

Mr. Coreman. Under license provisions proposed by the FPC staff, 
and agreed to by Idaho Power Co., the FPC license for the three-dam 
plan will fully protect upstream water rights, both present and 
future. 

The FPC staff has recommended that the following provisions be 
included in the company’s license for the three dams: 

Article 41. The project shall be operated in such a manner as will not conflict 
with the future depletion in flow of the waters of Snake River and its tribu- 
taries, Or prevent or interfere with the future upstream diversion and use of 
such waters above the backwater created by the project for the irrigation of 
lands and other beneficial consumptive uses in the Snake River watershed. 

Senator ANpERsON. Now does that recommendation of a staff em- 
ployee give you some special reclamation rights 4 

Mr. Coreman. I imagine that was filed. I know it was filed with 
our State. 

Senator Warkins. That is in the license, I think, Senator. 

Senator ANperson,. Is it in the license / 

Mr. Coreman. Yes, sir. 

Senator CHurcu. Mr. Coleman, are you satisfied with the protection 
that that provision gives? 

Mr. Coteman. Iam. 

Senator Cuurcu. And how would you distinguish between the 
language of that protection and the language that is in the Hells 
Canyon bill giving the same kind of pr otection ? 

Mr. Coteman. Because we can bring the Idaho Power into the courts 
of our State and be tried by the courts, and the judges who are elected 
by the people in our State. 

Senator Cuurcn. Mr. Coleman, this protection is given by the 
Federal Government in the license. 
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Now it is a Federal license. And I think that if you consult your 
own attorney you will find that where a Federal license is involved 
and a Federal power is involved the Federal courts are also involved. 

This is not a basis for distinguishing between this bill and the 
Federal license under which the Idaho Power is constructing its dams 
on the Snake River. 

Mr. Coteman. It is as far as I am concerned. 

Senator Warkrins. You do not mean to say, Senator, that Idaho 
Power cannot be brought into the State courts of the State of Idaho? 

Senator Cuurcu. Of course not. 

Senator Watkins. That is what it sounds like. 

Senator Cuurcu. It is not what it sounds like'to me. 

I am saying that the point in issue here is a protection of the water 
rights. And here is a witness who testifies he is satisfied with the 
protection of water rights as the Federal Power Commission has given 
that protection in a Federal license. 

I am saying that the extent of that protection is no greater than 
the extent of the protection given in the Hells Canyon bill to the same 
water rights. 

Senator Warkins. I was not arguing that point. 

Senator Cuurcn. That is the point I want to make. That is the 
point I am arguing. 

Senator Warkins. He was stating it was helpful because they can 
sue the Idaho Power Co. in Idaho courts. 

Senator Cuurcn. What has that to do with the basic water rights? 

Senator Warkins. It has a lot to do with them, as to whether some- 
body else interprets them or the State courts interpret the water 
rights. It has made a vast difference in a large number of water suits. 

We had one recently in which that has been very clear. 

Senator Cuurcu. I suggest that the Idaho Power Co., operating 
pursuant to a Federal license, will have that license construed in the 
case of litigation in a Federal court rather than in State courts, and 
you are not bringing the State courts into the picture by one method 
of development and keeping them out of the picture by the other. 
That is a false premise. 

Senator ANnperson. Well, all I understood him to say was that you 
have to get the consent of the Government to sue them. You can 
gue the Idabo Power Co. any time you want to. That is understood. 
You can sue them for a thousand things. You may not get your 
judgment, but you can sue them if it is any s satisfaction to you. 
You can sue them. 

Senator Warktys, They could probably get an injunction against 
them. 

Senator Anperson. But the Federal Government would probably 
(lissolve it. 

Senator Warkrys. I doubt that they will. 

But the State courts could enforce an agreement they have made. 
It does not have to be in a Federal court in order to enforce Federal 
licenses. 

Senator Cuurcu. Nor does it have to be in a Federal court in order 
to interpret a Federal statute. 

Senator Warkins. I am glad you go along with me. 

Senator Cuurcu. That is no basis for interjecting the argument 
of State courts versus Federal courts. It has no relevance. 
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Senator Warxins. It is too bad we haven’t a judge to decide the 
points between us. 

Mr. Corteman. Irrigation development under the head of reclama- 
tion was not begun by the Federal Government for the purpose of ac- 
quiring and operating large amounts of property or for carrying on 
a line of businesses as such by the Government, but, rather, to pro- 
duce food and fiber for man, and for the purpose of reclaiming the 
arid lands of the West. 

We are concerned regarding the motive in the minds of the pro- 
ponents of this bill, for they have given practically everything in 
the bill preferential use ahead of reclamation. 

We cannot conscientiously feel that it is water for power which 
they seek, for, if it were, there are other sites far less controversial, 
Four of these sites are on the Snake River after it leaves the State of 
Idaho and before it reaches its confluence with the Columbia. All 
of these sites have been authorized but still remain to be constructed. 

Then there are two sites on the Clearwater River in Idaho which 
would present no problem whatsoever as far as reclamation is con- 
cerned. 

With the prospects of these proposed dams and the vast store of 
electric power which they could supply and the imminent flood danger 
which these streams furnish to the lower Columbia is it any wonder 
that we become alarmed when the big push is always made on Hells 
Canyon ¢ 

Knowing as we do that Snake River’s contribution to flood is infini- 
tesimal and that the aforementioned sites for power dams are avail- 
able and would materially aid in flood control, is it not logical to be- 
lieve that it is not water for power but power over the waters of the 
Snake River, with its attendant control of the means of our making 
a livelihood, that these proponents seek ¢ 

Gentlemen, in conclusion let me say as emphatically as it is possible 
for me to say that the water users of Idaho and the communities along 
the Snake River who are dependent upon the water for their economy 
are pre opposed to S. 555. 

We farmers in Idaho who own and operate farmlands, drawing 
water from the Snake River and its tributaries, put up our land, our 
sweat and toil, and then we pray, trusting that the ebiumnetiti, blight, 
and market conditions will be favorable, for we have no control over 
auch risks as these. But we can be heard in opposition to S. 555. 
I want you to know that we will have none of it. 

We do not intend to gamble the water for our land, which is a 
property right, for some empty promises by unscrupulous politicians. 

Without water our land is worthless. It is obvious that control of 
water is control of the land made productive by that water. 

Federal control of water. means, therefore, the unlimited control 
of land, of what we sow, what we harvest, how we shall live and how 
we shall labor. It takes the control of the water from the people 
who live in the area and puts it into the hands of Government depart- 
ments here in Washington. 

We will not camble the storing of our water on the lower reaches 
of the river no matter what the promises may be in terms of dollars 
and energy. 
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I have also been authorized to submit a statement on behalf of the 
Idaho Farm Bureau Federation in opposition to 8. 555, and I should 
like to submit the statement for the record at this time. 

Senator ANDERSON. Without objection, that will be made a part of 


the record. 
(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE IDAHO FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


The Idaho Farm Bureau Federation representing more than 17,000 farm 
families in Idaho, having its State office at Pocatello, Idaho, takes this oppor- 
tunity to emphasize resolutions passed by its delegate body at the annual meeting 
of this organization held at Boise, Idaho, November 28, 1956. 

Farm Bureau has long resisted the centralization of Government and the pres- 
ent trend to give Federal Government more authority, which in our opinion, will 
in a few short years take away our free enterprise system. 

The future growth and development of our country depends upon its ability 
to expand and enlarge future consumptive and beneficial use of water, as well 
as the preservation of all water rights appurtenant to its private irrigated lands. 

The Federal Government has from time to time proposed the construction of 
purely power projects on the Snake River and its tributaries, under the guise of 
being a reclamation measure, that may endanger existing and future water 
rights in Idaho and lead to Federal instead of State control of the waters of 
the Snake River and its tributaries. 

It has been repeatedly shown that hydro power can pay its own way and 
stand on its own feet and does not need Government subsidy. 

We favor the maximum feasible participation of individuals, local organiza- 
tions and local government in the development of water projects. We are 
opposed to Federal domination of water resources development. The produc- 
tion, transmission, and distribution of power should be primarily a function 
of private enterprise when practicable and feasible. The entry of the Federal 
Government into the power business should be restricted to those instances where 
proper development cannot be had otherwise. 

JOHN H. Wess, Hvecutive Secretary. 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
County of Bannock: 

Before me, Neph Evenson, a notary public for and in the State of Idaho, 
personally appeared, John H. Webb, known to me to be the executive secretary 
of the Idaho Farm Bureau Federation, and subscribed the above statement. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this Ist day of March, 1957. 


[SEAL] NepPH EvENSON, Notary Public. 


My commission expires January 25, 1959. Residing at Pocatello, Idaho. 

Mr. Coteman. I have also been authorized to submit resolutions 
in opposition to S. 555 on behalf of a number of large irrigation asso- 
ciations, districts, and canal companies including the North Fork 
Water Protective Association, the Fremont-Madison Irrigation Dis- 
trict, the Snake River Protective Union, the American Falls Reservoir 
District, the Twin Falls Canal Co., and the Northside Canal Co. 

I snbmit copies of those resolutions at this time. 

(The resolutions referred to follow :) 


RESOLUTION OF THE Boarp OF DIRECTORS OF THE NorTH Sipe CANAL Co. 


Whereas S. 555 and H. R. 5, 2848, 2866, and 3848 have been introduced in this 
session of Congress to authorize the Federal Government. to. construct a high 
Hells Canyon Dam in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River; and 

Whereas similar legislation has been before Congress for the past 6 years 
and has been defeated at each session of Congress, the last time being in July 
19563 and 

Whereas the stockholders of the North Side Canal Co. at its annual meetings 
have repeatedly gone on record in opposition to such legislation ; and 

_Whereas it being the considered judgment of the board of directors that said 
bills will seriously jeopardize and permanently injure future and existing water 
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rights from Snake River and that it is contrary in many respects to the basic 
constitution provision and water laws of the traditions of the State of Idaho, 
which laws provide safeguards of the irrigation water supply as to parties and 
persons over whom the State of Idaho has jurisdiction, but does not provide 
protection as to the Federal Government or any of its agencies; and 

Whereas the North Side Canal Co. system comprises in excess of 160,000 acres 
of irrigated land in southern Idaho whose sole source of water supply is from 
storage and natural flow rights in Snake River: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the board of directors of the North Side Canal Co. at its regular 
meeting on February 20, 1957, at Jerome, Idaho, That we go on record in opposi- 
tion to this legislation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copi¢s of this resolution be sent to the Idaho congressional 
delegation. 

; Marcu 1, 1957. 

I hereby certify that the attached resolution is a true and correct copy of the 
resolution adopted by the board of directors of the North Side Canal Co, at its 
regular meeting, February 20, 1957. 


[SEAL] THELMA THOMPSON, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION OF THE BoArD OF DIRECTORS OF THE TWIN FALES CANAL Co. 


Whereas the future growth and development of southern Idaho depends 


‘entirely on its ability to expand and enlarge the future consumptive and beneficial . 


use of water on new areas of land, as well as the preservation of all the water 
rights appurtenant to its presently irrigated areas; and 

Whereas Idaho has many thousands of acres of high-grade land upon which 
it may be possible to economically apply irrigation water in the future; and 

Whereas the only source of water to either supply the future needs of lands 
‘inadequately irrigated, or new areas to be irrigated in the future is from Snake 
River and its tributaries; and 

Whereas it is paramount to the future of Idaho that no downstream hydro- 
electric developments be permitted unless all of the rights of Idaho to its future 
growth and development from an irrigation standpoint are fully and adequately 
protected ; and 

Whereas S. 555 and H. R. 5, 2840, 2866, and 3848 introduced in this session of 
the Congress of the United States, to authorize the construction by the Federal 
Government of a high Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River between Idaho and 
Oregon do not adequately protect the rights of Idaho to future and _ existing water 
rights in southern Idaho; and 

Whereas the Twin Falls Canal Co. system comprises approximately 200,000 
acres of irrigated land in southern Idaho, all developed by private enterprise; 
whose sole source of water is the Snake River: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the Twin Falls Canal Co., at its regular 
meeting on the 12th day of February 1957, are strongly opposed to such legislation 
and urge that it be defeated, and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of the resolution be sent to the Idaho congressional dele- 
gation and to the chairmen of the House and Senate Interior and Insular Affairs. 


I hereby certify that the attached resolution is a true and correct copy of the 
resolution adopted by the board of directors of the Twin Falls Canal Co. at its 
regular meeting in Twin Falls, Idaho, on the 12th day of February 1957. 

[SEAL] LOWELL H. WILSON, 

Assistant Secretary-Treasurer. 


RESOLUTION OF THE Boarp OF DIRECTORS OF THE AMERICAN FALLS RESERVOIR 
DISTRICT 


Whereas S. 555 and H. R. 5, 2840, 2866, and 3848 have been introduced at this 
session of Congress to authorize the construction by the Federal Government of 
the high Hells Canyon Dam in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River; and 

Whereas the American Falls Reservoir District is comprised of more than 
400,000 acres of irrigated land in southern Idaho whose sole source of water 
supply is the Snake River and its tributaries ; 
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Whereas it appears that these bills are purely public power bills involving 
no reclamation and that they constitute a threat to existing and future water 
rights in Idaho; and 

Whereas water from the Snake River and its tributaries is the lifeblood of 
Idaho agriculture and any curtailment of the supply would work to the great 
detriment of irrigators and their families on both lands presently irrigated and 
on more than a million acres of irrigable lands yet to be reclaimed, and to the 
detriment of the economy of southern Idaho as a whole: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the board of directors of the American Falls Reservoir District at 
its regular meeting on February 5, 1957, at Twin Falls, Idaho, That we go on 
record as strongly opposing this legislation ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to our congressional delegation 
in Washington, D. C. 


I hereby certify that the attached resolution is a true and correct copy of the 
resolution adopted by the board of directors of the American Falls Reservor 
District at its regular meeting in Twin Falls, Idaho, on February 5, 1957. 


Emma L. BorHwWELL, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the future growth and development of Idaho depends upon its ability 
to expand and enlarge future consumptive and beneficial use of water in new 
areas of land, as well as the preservation of all water rights appurtenant to its 
presently irrigated lands; and 

Whereas Idaho has hundreds of thousands of acres of land which may be 
economically irrigated, and the only source of water to adequately supply the 
present and future needs of the lands now irrigated or which may hereafter be 
irrigated in the State of Idaho is the Snake River and its tributaries; and 

Whereas the Federal Government has from time to time proposed the con- 
struction of purely power projects on the Snake River and its tributaries under 
the guise of being reclamation measures that would endanger existing and future 
water rights in Idaho and would lead to Federal instead of State control of 
the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries ; and 

Whereas there has been proposed from time to time various measures to 
authorize and establish a proposed Columbia Valley Authority, or similar type 
of authority, on the Columbia River watershed ; and 

Whereas the authority to regulate and control the appropriation, distribution, 
and use of waters of streams in the Western States is properly the exclusive 
sovereign right of these States; and 

Whereas there is a movement to divert 114 million feet of water from the 
Snake River drainage basin into another drainage system, which would con- 
stitute a very serious handicap to the present and future development of the State 
of Idaho: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed by the water users of the Fremont-Madison Irrigation District of 
the State of Idaho, March 2, 1957, That we are opposed to the authorization 
and construction by the Federal Government of any power project on the 
Snake River and its tributaries which does not have as one of its major objectives 
the reclamation of lands for irrigation and specifically, we are opposed to any 
purely power project which would endanger existing and future water rights 
in Idaho and which would lead to Federal instead of State control of the 
waters of the Snake River and its tributaries ; and be it further 

Resolved, That we are opposed to any and all measures and proposals which 
have as their objective the establishment of a Columbia Valley or similar type 
of authority, in the Columbia River watershed ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That we are opposed to any action which would divert any water 
out of the Snake River drainage basin into another basin for any use or purpose 
whatsoever ; and be it further 

Resolved, That Congress be urged to pass legislation that all navigable and 
nonnavigable waters in the Western States be reserved for beneficial use 
pursuant to State law, and that all Federal agencies, and their employees, in 
seeking the use of water for any purpose in connection with any Federal projects 
or programs shall, as a condition precedent to the use of such water acquire rights 
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to the use thereof in conformity with State laws and procedures relating to 
the control, appropriations, use or distribution of such waters. 

This is a resolution passed at the annual meeting of the North Fork Water 
Protective Association in conjunction with the Fremont-Madison Irrigation 
District. 

J. C. Stppoway, 
Chairman, Fremont-Madison Irrigation District. 
H. E. NAGLE, 
Chairman, North Fork Water Protective Association. 
Cy Young, 
Secretary. 





RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE IDAHO STATE RECLAMATION 
ASSOCIATION 


Whereas S. 555 and H. R. 5, 2840, 2866, and 3848 have been introduced in this 
session of the Congress of the United States, and are bills entitled “A bill to 
authorize the construction, operation, and maintenance of the Hells Canyon Dam 
on the Snake River between Idaho and Oregon, and related: purposes”; and 

Whereas for 6 years, through 6 sessions of 3 full Congresses, bills in one form 
or another for the authorization of a Federal dam at Hells Canyon have been 
continuously before Congress, all of which have failed of passage; and 

Whereas it appears from analysis of said bills that each is entirely a public- 
power bill and not a reclamation measure, that they would endanger existing and 
future water rights in Idaho, and would lead to Federal instead of State control 
of the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries; and 

Whereas section 1 of the bill makes it clear that the authorization of the Fed- 
eral dam at Hells Canyon is under the constitutional power imposed ‘in the 
Federal Government, and the Federal Government alone, “to regulate commerce 
among the States,” and shows conclusively that the authorization of the Federal 
Hells Canyon Dam would rest on this constitutional power of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to regulate, control, and use the waters of navigable rivers and their 
tributaries, regardiess of the provisions of the State’s constitution and laws; and 

Whereas these Federal constitutional powers render meaningless any so-called 
protective language placed in the bills for the purpose of protecting irrigators, 
whose water rights, secured under State law, are their most priceless posses- 
sions; and 

Whereas the future growth and development of Idaho depends upon its ability 
to expand and enlarge the future consumptive and beneficial use of water in new 
areas of land, as well as the preservation of all the water rights appurtenant to 
its presently irrigated lands; and 

Whereas Idaho has thousands of acres of land. which may be economically 
irrigated, and the only source of water to adequately supply the present and 
future needs of lands now irrigated, or which may be hereafter irrigated, in the 
State of Idaho, is the Snake River and its tributaries; and 

Whereas the Idaho State Reclamation Association at its annual meeting for the 
past several years has repeatedly and emphatically gone on record as opposed to 
legislation authorizing construction of a high Hells Canyon Dam by the Federal 
Government: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the board of directors of the Idaho State Reclamation Associa- 
tion at its meeting in Boise, Idaho, on February 23, 1957, That we strongly oppose 
the enactment of S. 555 and the companion bills in the House of Representatives, 
or any legislation having any similar objectives; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of the resolution be sent to the Idaho congressional dele- 
gation, and that copies be sent to the chairman of the Senate and House Com- 
mittees of Interior and Insular Affairs. 

I hereby certify that the attached resolution is a true and correct copy of the 
resolution adopted by the board of directors of the Idaho State Reclamation 
Association on February 23, 1957. 

LENORA D. TELFER, 
Eerecutive Secretary. 


Mr. Corrman. Gentlemen, it has been a pleasure to appear before 
you today. : 
Senator Anprerson. Thank you, Mr. Coleman. 
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Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Chairman, I ask permission at this point 
to submit for the record a brief resolution which was sent to me 
yesterday by the U pper Snake River Water Users Protective Union. 
[should like to read it. Iti is very brief. 

Be it resolved, That the board of directors of the Upper Snake River Water 
Users Protective Union, an association of 52 canal companies and irrigation 
districts furnishing water for approixmately 500,000 acres of irrigated land in 
the Upper Snake River Valley, do hereby restate and reaffirm our opposition 
to the construction of a Government-operated high dam at Hells Canyon on 
the Snake River ; and be it further 

Resolved, That we do hereby unalterably voice our opposition to S. 555, as 
this proposed legislation in our opinion in no way removes the objections 
which we have heretofore expressed in opposition to S. 1333; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Idaho congressional delegation urge the Subcommittee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of 
the United States Senate to refuse to hold hearings or to take any action on 
S. 555 until such time as the Columbia interstate compact has been duly ratified 
and adopted by all of the States that are members of said interstate compact 
commission ; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
of the United States Senate, and to all members of the Idaho congressional 
delegation. 

I, David W. Dick, the duly authorized and acting secretary of the Upper 
Snake River Water Users Protective Union, do hereby certify that the above 
and foregoing is a true and correct copy of a resolution unanimously adopted 
by the board of directors of said association at a meeting of said board of 
directors, duly held in the city of Idaho Falls, Idaho, on the 28th day of 
February 1957. 

Davip W. Dick, Secretary. 

Senator AnprerRson. Senator Dworshak, I notice in that they sug- 
gest. that we refuse to hold hearings on it until the compact is signed. 

I hope you will advise them that our holding hearings is not in 
any sense to be regarded as an affront to them. We had hearings 
scheduled at the time that was done. 

Senator Dworsmak. Iam sure of that 

Senator Anperson. Now, Mr. Puls, from the Bureau of Recla- 
mation, informs me, Senator Watkins, that in the Glen Canyon 
studies the interest cost that was used was 2.875 percent. I wonder 
if it would be agreeable with you that, in the cost studies here, we use 
that figure instead of some of these other fi figures. 

Senator Warkrns. It is problematical what it will be when you get 
around to building, if ever. 

Senator Anprerson. Does 3 percent suit you just as well? 

Senator Warkins. I thought we would have it figured on various 
bases, 21% and 3, and 314. The probabilities are that, with the money 
market, we may have to go to 314. 

Senator Anperson. At least we know how it was opened. 

Senator Warkrns. That does not mean that we are going to get off 
on that. 

Senator Anprerson. That is true. 

Senator Nevupercer. [ think, Mr. Chairman, that there should be 
some sort of uniform interest rate for the record because the interest 
component is so vital to the total cost. There ought to be a uniform 
interest rate for the studies of most of these western projects if they 
are going to be built fairly simultaneously. 

Senator Warktns. We have established the policy and have adopted 
it, so that you ought to conform. 
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Senator Neusercer. 2.875 would be fine. 

Senator Warxrns. That is merely the figure in the estimates. 

Senator Nerupercrer. Then the Cen Canyon study ought to be 
revised. 

Senator Warrins. We passed the bill. 

Senator Neupercer. The money has not been appropriated. 

Senator WarxKins. Some has. 

Senator Neusercer. What percentage of Glen Canyon Dam has 
been appropriated ¢ 

Senator Watkins. We have had $25 million and have let some con- 
tracts calling for more. We are on our way and the cost of money is 
not going down, so that it is likely to be above this figure. 

Senator Anperson. Let me say that for a long time the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Army Corps of Engineers used 3 percent when 
they started to calculate the cost of these things. 

We will try not to let these things that come out worry us too much. 
We know that the cost of money is going up. We know that it may 
. be 31% percent for Glen Canyon as well before we finish, and it might 
affect the willingness of the Congress to make additional appropria- 
tions if it seems that there will be additional costs. 

Senator Warksrns. I am willing to offer an amendment with the 
same provision that we have in the Colorado project, 

Senator Nevsercer. With respect to what? 

Senator Warxrns. With respect to the interest rate. 

Senator Nevpercer. I am sure that, if the Government is borrowing 
money, whether for Glen Canyon or Hells Canyon or Libby or any- 
thing else, the interest rate will be the same at any given time in the 
chronology of borrowing. 

Senator Warxrns. I would like to make a statement here with re- 
spect to that. 

Actually, the money that the United States is putting into recla- 
mation projects for the most part comes from the revolving funds that 
originally came out of the resources of the Western States, where 
reclamation is needed, so that it is not exactly paying an interest on 
borrowed money because the United States does not actually borrow 
very much money that goes into a reclamation project. They may 
horrow on strictly a power project, but not on reclamation itself. 

Senator Neusercer. What project is in that category? 

Senator Warxins. Well, the Colorado is irrigation and consumptive 
use of water and not just power. 

Senator Nreupercer. The projects in the Columbia Basin are multi- 
purpose. 


Senator Warxrns. I understand that, but we are talking about the - 


one before us. 

Senator Neusercer. It is going to provide revenues for the support 
of irrigation which the National Reclamation Association has re- 
quested. 

Senator Warxrns. It does not provide any water for consumptive 
use. 

Senator Anperson. The Chair will announce that, if there is no 
objection, I would like to let Mr. Riter, Mr. Hoisington, Mr. Puls, 
and Mr. White go. Is there any objection to releasing those people 
who represent the Bureau of Reclamation ? 
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Senator Warxrys. Is Mr. Riter going to be in town tomorrow? 

Senator AnpErson. Are you going to Bs in town, Mr. Riter? 

Mr. Rirer. I am serving the pleasure of the committee. 

Senator Warxrns. I would like to confer with Mr. Riter before he 
leaves. 

Senator Anperson. I had hoped that we might conclude these 
hearings today. Possibly we will not, but, regardless of whether the 
hearings go on, you could be available for Senator W atkins, could you, 
tomorrow ? 

Mr. Rirer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Is there any objection to Mr. Riter leaving this 
afternoon ? 

Very well. 

There was an indication that Mr. Fernald was to be cross- examined 
by Senator Neuberger. 

Is there any objection to releasing Mr. Fernald at this time? 

Senator Dworsttax. Mr. Chairman, I had some questions prepared 
to ask Mr. Fernald, but, in view of the fact that Senator Neuberger is 
foregoing a similar right, I gave Mr. Fernald those questions, and he 
will provide the answers in the conclusion of his testimony. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Therefore, Mr. Fernald, we will be able to release you. 

Senator Warxrns. I want to ask him a question. 

Senator Anperson. If Mr. Parry has 2 hours of presentation, we 
will not get to him this afternoon, 

Senator Watkins. It will be all right to release him this afternoon 
and have him here tomorrow mor ning. 

Senator AnpErson. We will release you this afternoon and be 
happy to see you tomorrow morning. 

| submit for incorporation in the transcript a letter dated March 
7, with an attached statement, from Spencer M. Smith, Jr., secretary 
of the Citizens Committee on Natural Resources in connection with 


ee 


» odd. 


“The statement will be made a part of the record at this point. 
(The letter statement referred to follows :) 


CITIZENS COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, 
Washington, D. C., March 7, 1957. 
Hon. Ciinton P. ANDERSON, 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
; Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: Since it is impossible for me to appear to testify in 
favor of 8. 555, I should very much like to have the enclosed testimony, which 
I was planning to give, placed in the record. 

The imminence of authorization of Bruces Eddy Dam on the Clearwater makes 
our efforts in support of the high Hells Canyon measure even more compelling. 

Thank you very much for this consideration. 

Cordially yours, 


Spencer M. Smita, Jr., Secretary. 


TESTIMONY OF Dr. Spencer M. SMITH, JR., SECRETARY OF THE CITIZENS CoMMIT-’ 
TEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Citizens Committee 1s 
pleased to have the opportunity to present its views regarding the authorization 
of Hells Canyon Dam. I should like to make crystal clear the position of the 
Citizens Committee in this matter, since we fear it has not been generally under- 
stood in the past. As a number of this committee are aware, we are a nonprofit 
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organization formed as a kind of task force and clearinghouse which attempts 
to, on the one hand, inform conservationists as ta matters before the Congress 
and, on the other, to make known to the Congress the attitudes and desires of 
many conservationists regarding legislation. It is my privilege to act as spokes- 
man for some of the Nation’s outstanding conservationists, who are on our board 
of directors. Our chairman, Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson, and his colleagues repre- 
sent many years of experience and outstanding accomplishment in the general 
field of conservation. 

The composition of our committee represents many political and socioeconomic 
philosophies. The single purpose that binds us together is the critical impor- 
tance of conservation. This preface has special meaning in this instance, since 
our members, though to my knowledge no one has taken a poll, probably have 
quite varying views regarding the merits of public power vs. private power. 
The committee was aware of that last year when we made our position known 
regarding the Hells Canyon Dam. It is aware of it now. Dr. Gabrielson, in a 


news release, stated cleariy the position of the committee. In February 1956, - 


Dr. Gabrielson said: 

“We are not concerned with the battle between public versus private power 
interests, but it is apparent that reduction in reservoir capacity at the Hells 
Canyon site is forcing power and water interests to advocate high dams on the 
Clearwater River, where a disastrous effect on fish and wildlife resources of 
national! importance will needlessly result. 

“* * * Tt makes little sense to reduce drastically the amount of water storage 
at Hells Canyon, where no important wildlife or scenic values are at stake, if 
this means the destruction of scenic and wildlife resources that the Nation could 
otherwise save for the enjoyment of present and future generations.” 

Dr. Gabrieison has on several occasions stated that the committee has no 
interest in the political controversy regarding the dam and that the committee 
has no interest in supporting either private or public power as such. Other 
spokesmen of the committee have said again and again that we are not con- 
cerned with who builds the dams but we are desperately concerned with where 
they are built. Despite the committee’s steadfast resolution in this matter, 
many have sought to equate our position first with partisan politics and second 
With public-power advocacy. Once again, the committee categorically denies 
that its support of S. 555 or any other project is motivated by either of these 
accusations. What prompts the committee’s interest in river-basin develop- 
ment, as in other areas of natural resource management, is the best utilization 
of our total resources in the public interest. Our committee has no full-time 
employee. It has no commercial or monetary. gain in this endavor or any other. 
In fact, it is a labor of love for the volunteers, and the paid labor it utilizes is 
hardly compensated commensurate with the tasks performed. 

If our committee seems to emphasize the wildlife, fish, and scenic resources 
of our country, it is primarily because these needs are often not considered as 
major uses of our resources. Though many times conservationists are accused 
of being narrow in their approach to the wise utilization and preservation of the 
country’s resources, it is interesting to see that when conservationists attempt 
to integrate these needs with other needs they are usually criticized for advanc- 
ing into area where they are not concerned. No true conservationist would argue 
that the proper conservation and utilization of our country’s water, soil, forests, 
minerals, etec., are not of critical importance. We simply urge that in addition 
to, and tantamount with, these resources the country’s wildlife, fish, and majestic 
beauty receive their proper and due consideration. 

The Citizens Committee’s interest in the Columbia River Basin can be simply 
stated. We want this development, and we want it to accommodate the fish, 
wildlife, and scenic resources.. We think this can be done. We think the Co- 
lumbia River Basin can be planned to afford the maximum of flood control, the 
best development of hydroelectric power, and by the sume token the retention of 
areas in their natural state which provide the habitat for wildlife and the be.uty 
of these areas. We are, therefore, opposed to whittling down power utilization 
and water storage where it can be provided without any deleterious effect wpon 
wildlife and scenic beauty. We oppose an action that passes this full utilization 
of resources for others that are piecemeal and lay carnage to these natural areas. 
We feel that the failure to authorize high Hells Canyon Dam will occasion 
projects on the Clearwater and Salmon Rivers. We feel these projects are 
unnecessary if full utilization is undertaken at Hells Canyon. 
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FLOOD CONTROL 


The conservationists contend, arguments to the contrary notwithstanding, that 
the proposed dams of Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs on the Clearwater and 
possible dams on the Salmon are essentially substitutes for the Hells Canyon 
site. The insistence for more storage seems completely inconsistent with the 
authorization of 3 small dams that provide usable water storage of 1 million 
acre-feet and the abandonment of Hells Canyon which would provide 3,880,000 
usable acre-feet of water storage. The proponents have stated again and again 
that sufficient flood control would be provided by other sites. We are not pre- 
pared to argue whether they can or cannot. They may be right if they seek 
projects without regard to wildlife resources. We know that the several reports 
and documents dealing with the statistics of the main control plan of the Colum- 
bia River set a requirement of some 27 million acre-feet. Each time a site of the 
magnitude of Hells Canyon is not utilized this adds to the pressure of damming 
unspoiled streams and natural areas, and the threat to wildlife and scenic re- 
sources of making us this deficit is enhanced. General Foote of the Army En- 
gineers was reported in the Lewiston Tribune on December 3, 1955, as saying that 
if Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs Dam were authorized by Congress “it will be a 
big step in solving the question of storage.” There seems little question or little 
logic in arguing that the dams on the Clearwater and the Salmon play no part 
in making up the deficit of water storage lost at Hells Canyon. 

We are not so naive as to suspect that dams on the Snake River will control 
fioods on the Clearwater and the Salmon. We should like to point out, however, 
that floods in the Clearwater drainage basin are not annual affairs. In fact, 
there have been only two in 60 years—1933 and 1948. As I attempted to point 
out in my testimony before the subcommittee of the Committee on Public Works, 
July 16, 1956, the 1948 flood had a most unique distribution of the snow pack for 
that area which was primarily responsible for the part played by the Clear- 
water in that flood. The few incidences of flooding are ample evidence that 
such snow-pack distribution was unique. To further indicate that, I should 


. like to submit a table showing the percentage of the snow-pack in that area in 


comparison to the average distribution. Also, the Clearwater has peaked to a 
higher point than the Snake, with the maximum recorded flood at the mouth of 
the Clearwater 172,000 cubic feet per second; but the Columbia Basin Inter- 
agency Committee in a report of May 1951 clearly shows in its hydrograph of 
monthly runoff that while the Clearwater River peaks to a higher point than 
does the Snake, it is not sustaining while the peak of the Snake is sustaining. 
This is due to the topography surrounding the Clearwater drainage basin and 
the topography responsible for the discharge into the Snake above the confluence 
of the Clearwater and Snake Rivers. The flood threat is not primarily on the 
Clearwater. The ficod threat is primarily on the Snake and Columbia, and the 
construction of the Hells Canyon project will do far more to alleviate this con- 
sideration than will the dams on the Clearwater and the Salmon. Much has 
been made of the fact that the High Hells Canyon Dam would be located above 
the confluence of these two rivers and that on this basis they are not related. It 
is difficult to follow the precepts of this reasoning, since if the flow of the Snake 
River is sufficiently decreased by the time the Snake is joined by the Clearwater 
and the Salmon why will not this reduce the total flow of the river below the 
confluence ? 
Snake Basin* 








Course Apr. 1, Mar. 1, Course Apr. 1, Mar. 1, 
: 1948 1956 1948 1956 
Above Jackson Lake- 89 158 Payette River 96 132 
Jackson Lake to Heise 91 | 124 Malheur River 112 | 128 
Heise to American Falls | 97 124 1] Burnt River... 117 132 
Seuthern tributaries 06 120 || Powder River | 116 | 130 
Big Lost River | &7 131 Hells Canyen Dam site: 
Biz Wood River 82 129 Salmon River 108 | 129 
Doise River. - | R9 | 135 Clearwater River--. 128 | 128 
| 


1 Snaw-pack figures are shown as a percentage of average readings tor water content of the snow pack. 


Further indicative of Hells Canyon’s greater protection from the main flood 
threat is the fact that the Hells Canyon storage would have contributed 13 per- 
cent to the reduction of the 1894 flood and 17 percent to the reduction of the 
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1948 flood, according to the Corps of Engineers. (Senate Committee Rept. 2275, 
June 19, 1956, p. 14.) The original calculations were based on the Hells Canyon 
storage at 2,600,000 acre-feet. Since that time the capacity had been increased 
at Hells Canyon to 3,880,000. This would contribute a further margin of safety 
in alleviating the main flood threat. 


POWER 


The Citizens Committee has endeavored to evaluate properly the power poten- 
tial at the Hells Canyon site, especially in relationship to the suggested alterna- 
tives. It is our considered judgment that the opponents of the project have 
been most anxious to establish a case they can beat. A case in point is their 
continued use of the initial installed capacity between the high dam and the 
three small dams. It is true that the former has 800,000 kilowatt-hour capacity 
compared to the 783,400 kilowatt-hour capacity of the small dams. Upon first 
inspection, the uninitiated would probably conclude that in terms of the cost the 
three dams returned a great deal more. <A similar conclusion might be reached 


when comparative figures for prime power at Hells Canyon are 688,000 kilowatt- 


hours while the 3 small dams provide 577,000 kilowatt-hours. The considerable 
amount of material that has been urged upon the conservation groups contains 
the above comparisons. 

The proponents are most careful not to explain that the high Hells Canyon 
site is a part of an integrated system and is to a very great extent utilized for 
purposes of making the dams downstream more productive of power. When the 
total prime power is considered with the benefits that Hells Canyon adds to the 
downstream sites, the total prime power for high Hells Canyon is 1,124,000 
kilowatt-hours compared to 680,000 kilowatt-hours for the 3 substitute dams. 
The adding of 436,000 kilowatt-hours of prime power by high Hells Canyon is 
roughly the equivalent to the prime power capacity of Bonneville Dam. It is 
little wonder that such power loss would have to be looked for elsewhere. 

We are most impressed by the comparative advantages of Hells Canyon. The 

.8 small dams would provide 1 million acre-feet of storage. Bruces Eddy would 
provide 2,460,000 acre-feet of storage (according to the Federal Power Com- 
mission). All combined are short of the 3,880,000 acre-feet of Hells Canyon. 
The 244,000-kilowatt-hour power capacity when added to that of the 3 small 
dams totals 924,000 kilowatt-hours, again short of the high Hells Canyon total 
of 1,124,000 kilowatt-hours. With 200,000 more kilowatt-hour capacity, more 


water storage, without impairment of natural areas and wildlife, it is little 


wonder that conservationists support the construction of high Hells Canyon. 

In order to justify the small dams, the critics contend that the water in the 
river is insufficient to utilize fully high Hells Canyon without injuring other 
water users. The bill before the Senate evokes a guaranty that Hells Canyon 
and other sites cannot restrict consumptive use of water of the river. At no 
time can a priority be effected over the ordinary beneficial uses of water in the 
State of Idaho or anywhere else where such uses are necessary for the support 
of farms. Also, the hearings held by Senator Clinton Anderson, chairman of 
the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, which were held in the field for 
several days and which were begun in Washington, D. C., on May 2, 1956, offer 
a preponderance of evidence to the effect that there is ample water flow for the 
utilization of the high Hells Canyon site as well as the accommodation of other 
water users. Senator Anderson reaffirmed this fact in the 2d session of the 
84th Congress at the time the Senate was considering the proposal to authorize 
high Hells Canyon Dam (Congressional Record, vol. 123, July 19, 1956, p. 12267). 
The testimony of engineers, hydrologists, and, most importantly, Mr. Lynn 
Crandell, Snake River watermaster for the State of Idaho, were unanimous in 
testifying that there was an adequate water supply for the Hells Canyon 
project. These arguments were far more compelling as to the adequacy of the 
water supply than the rather vague assertions that many would be adversely 
affected if water was used for power purposes. 

Another argument which seems equally fallacious is that no market will be 
available for the power generated by high Hells Canyon and the additional 
power that it would add to the system. - This argument falls somewhat short of 
consistency since many of the proponents have been claiming that the three 
small dams would provide practically as much power as the high Hells Canyon 
site. The argument that the power generated would go for naught is not an 
unusual one and is one which has been offered consistently in the past. Perhaps 


the most interesting coincidence with the present case was the construction of — 
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Grand Coulee Dam. Prior to that time the Washington Water Power Co. 
desired to construct a dam at the Kettle Falls site on the Columbia, The com- 
pany pointed out that the small dam would provide ample power and that the 
additional power generated by Grand Coulee could be sold only to jackrabbits. 
We need not detail here that such a contention has proven somewhat less than 
prophetic and that the Kettle Falls site is well beneath the reservoir created by 
Grand Coulee. 

The cost dispute is not easily reconciled because of the different criteria used 
for public power determination and that used for private power determination. 
It is questionable, however, whether the fact that the company pays taxes and 
the Government does not is sufficient to explain the cost of power per kilowatt- 
hour which is 2.71 mills at high Hells Canyon and 6.69 mills for the 3 low dams. 
We would be more sanguine regarding the private company’s contentions, how- 
ever, if we were not aware that the Idaho Power Co. has applied to the Office of 
Defense Mobilization for tax amortization certificates for 2 of the 3 low dams. 
This seems to be a dual inconsistency. 

First, if the company seeks to explain the cost differential between the public 
and private installation by the fact that they are paying taxes, then certainly 
their argument loses much of its force when they apply for fast tax writeoffs. 
The second inconsistency appears when one remembers that the excess power 
generated by Hells Canyon is claimed to be in excess of the needs of the area. 
Everyone is aware that the Office of Defense Mobilization could not grant such 
tax writeoffs unless power was of critical importance to national defense. It 
seems illogical. therefore, that just the amount of power provided by the three 
small dams is critical and anything in excess is surplus. 

Costs mentioned in comparing the high dam and the low dam seldom include 
those costs that are not expressed in dollars and cents. The lost water storage 
in not accepting High Hells Canyon that must be met in areas such as Bruces 
Eddy pose significant costs. Mr. Stewart Brandborg, assistant conservation 
director of the National Wildlife Federation, carefully identified these costs 
before a subcommittee of the Committee on Public Works on July 18, 1956.- The 
relevance and importance of Mr. Brandborg’s statement to Hells Canyon cannot 
be overemphasized, and for the convenience of the committee significant excerpts 
appear below : 

“* * * The Clearwater elk herd of more than 25,000 animals is one of the 
largest, if not the largest, in the United States. In excess of 4,000 elk, as well as 
hundreds of deer, are harvested here each fall. Four thousand seven hundred 
elk were taken by some 17,000 hunters in 1954, a number that represents approxi- 
mately 10 percent of the total harvest of this big game animal in the United 
States. Each year hunters spend more than $3 million on their visits into 
Clearwater ranges from which they take meat that is valued at more than 
three-quarters of a million dollars. Outfitters and guides, who serve these 
visitors, do more than $200,000 worth of business annually. 

“Winter food shortages limit the increases of elk and deer in the Clearwater 
country. These would be made more critical as a result of the flooding of 
thousands of acres of low valley ranges by either the Bruces Eddy or Penny 
Cliffs Reservoirs. It is on these low areas that big game concentrates when 
winter snows cover the high mountain ranges. The loss of the low wintering 
areas, coupled with the obstruction of elk migration routes, would result in 
excessive dieoffs from starvation during hard winters. 

“* * * the dam at Bruces Eddy would be 570 feet high. There are no prac- 
tical methods for getting migrant fish over a dam of this height and the natural 
habitats of the native trout in these swift-flowing streams would be seriously 
affected. 

“The North Fork of the Clearwater is occupied by large populations of steel- 
head trout. By making spawning waters inaccessible, the present and potential 
fish production of the entire Clearwater drainage would be seriously impaired. 

“Studies of the Clearwater have shown that its potential for production of 
both steelhead and salmon is tremendous and that a steady increase has been 
recorded in the number of migrant steelhead entering its waters since the con- 
struction of adequate fish passageways over the low dam at Lewiston. Counts 
of migrant fish at these ladders have shown an increase from 3,693 in 1950 to 
13,971 in 1955. Chinook salmon runs, which were destroyed before the in- 
stallation of fish ladders at the low Lewiston Dam, have also shown some 
indications that they may be reestablished. 

“At present, more than 60 percent of the Columbia tributaries are blocked 
to migrate [migrant] steelhead and Chinook salmon. * * * If we start now to 
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block off the headwater spawning streams of the Clearwater River by building 
the impassable Bruces Eddy Dam, we will have cut off one of the last remaining 
areas where clear-running mountain streams provide breeding waters of the 
type required by these highly valued sea-run fish. Another deathblow will have 
been dealt the dwindling commercial fisheries of the Columbia River system, 
which even yet, after years of depletion, are producing more than $17 million 
worth of harvestable steelhead and Chinook annually. 

“In addition to its great contribution to commercial take, the Clearwater 
provides unequaled sport fishing for both resident trout species and steelhead. 
In 1954 over 132,700 fishing trips were made along its waters, with fishermen 
taking some 547,000 trout and 8,200 steelheads. Last year 5,200 angler days 


were spent by fishermen who visited the North Fork to take over 42,000 trout. . 


Of these, 60 percent were spawned by steelhead which would be completely 
eliminated by the Bruces Eddy Dam. A comparable loss to fisheries would result 
from the Penny Cliffs project * * *” (Hearings before a subcommittee of 
the Committee on Public Works United States Senate 84th Cong., 2d sess. on 
H. R. 12080, pp. 305-307.) 

In conclusion, the citizens committee did not feel it appropriate to urge 
the authorization of the High Hells Canyon project as being consistent with the 
protection of scenic and wildlife resources if in so doing this project was inade- 
quate in providing the other necessary benefits of flood control and power genera- 
tion. In our assessment, however, which was the result of long exploration and 
earefully considered judgment, this project utilizes to a far greater extent 
the resources to best provide for the total benefits of flood control: power: fish, 
wildlife, and scenic resources. We hope that the committee concurs with us 
that the main need of the dam at Hells Canyon is in utilizing the total resources. 
At the risk of being overly repetitious may we reiterate that such maximum 
utilization is inclusive of the wildlife, scenic, and recreational resources. We, 
as conservationists, are vitally concerned, for if the action of the Congress 
is to reject the High Hells Canyon authorization this important area of the 
Clearwater and Salmon Rivers will continue in jeopardy. We are aware that 
as the West develops the need for power and flood control will become more 
pressing. If we have given up areas that can achieve these needs without the 
harmful effects of a Bruces Eddy or a Penny Cliffs dam then the state of these 
areas will be one of constant siege. 


Senator Anperson. Mr. Parry. 


STATEMENT OF R. P. PARRY, ATTORNEY FOR IDAHO POWER C0., 
TWIN FALLS, IDAHO, ACCOMPANIED BY C. E. FIX, ATTORNEY, 
TWIN FALLS, IDAHO, AND ROBERT A. HOGG, ENGINEER FOR 
IDAHO POWER C0., BOISE, IDAHO 


. Mr. Parry. Mr. Chairman, I have with me to assist me in answering 
any questions that may arise during the proceedings 2 gentlemen, Mr. 
Hogg, engineer of the Idaho Power Co., who has been long familiar 
with these proceedings and these various hearings, and my partner, 
Mr. C. E. Fix. 

I am a lawyer engaged in the general practice of law in the city 
of Twin Falls, Idaho, where I have been in the general practice for 
some 35 years. <A large part of the practice of myself and my firm 
has been in representing certain of the canal companies and irrigation 
districts in that area. 

Principally for the last few years, my time has been spent in 
representing the Idaho Power Co. where our firm was employed as 
special counsel to handle the application under the Idaho Power Co. 
before the Federal Power Commission in connection with these projects 
in the middle reach of the Snake River. And my reason for appearing 
today is to give our side of this controversy which has gone on for 
some 5 years, because obviously, in a situation such as this, there are 
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two sides, and it is not as one-sided as might appear from some of 
the statements that have been made here. 

Senator Warkins. For whom do you appear today ? 

Mr. Parry. I am appearing in two capacities, Senator. I am ap- 
pearing for the Idaho Power Co. as their attorney; also, on this ques- 
tion on water rights that has been injected, I am appe: aring on behalf 
of a number of canal companies whom our firm represents. 

I also am the chairman of the compact commission for the State of 
Idaho, having had that position and been interested in that prior to 
the time I was involved with the Idaho Power Co. 

Senator Warxkrns. Did you help draft the compact that was signed 
by representatives of the States that was not ratified by all of them? 

Mr. Parry. I did, sir. I believe that I have attended some 75 meet- 
ings of the compact group over a period of 4 or 5 years, working on 
that compact. 

For brevity, I would like to refer to the fact that at the hearing in 
1955, I appeared in this same room before this same committee, and 
my testimony appears at considerable length in the record, including, 
among other things, a rather lengthy legal brief upon some of the 
questions raised by the junior Senator from Idaho. I will not repeat 
those. 

Senator Cuurcn. I would like to say at this point that I have read 
the testimony with great interest. 

Mr. Parry. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Cucrcn. I think that, on the basic tenets of the proposi- 
tion, we are not legally at very serious odds. 

Mr. Parry. It would seem to me that, by reason of some of the 
questions that have been asked and some of the comments, it would not 
be out of the way to briefly describe once more the project of the 
Tdaho Power Co. 

The only difference between the project of the Idaho Power Co. 
which is referred to, I think sometimes intentionally, slightingly, as 
low-head dams, and the so-called high dam is a question of the amount 
of storage involved. The power head of the two projects is precisely 
the same. That is, the tailwater of Hells Canyon Dam and our three- 
dam project is the same elevation as the tailwater in the high dam. 

The high-water level of the upper dam is at elevation 2,077, which is 
precisely the same elevation as that of the so-called high dam. The 
only difference between the 2 projects is that our company engineers 
decided to develop that 602 feet of head in 3 stairsteps, so to speak, 
rather than in 1 large dam. 

The total initial installation in the power-company dam is 783,000 
kilowatts as contrasted with the 800,000 initial in the high dam. 

The company engineers have seen from the beginning the very 
obvious situation that it is not going to be many years before these dams 
in this stretch of the river will be of more value as peaking. power 
than any other power, and, for that reason, have provided from the 
beginning that the ultimate installation in the 3 dams is 1,175,000 
kilowatts. | 

The largest and upper dam of our 3-dam project is Brownlee Dam, 
which has a height of 395 feet, which provides 1 million acre-feet of 
usable storage available both for power production, flood control, and 
assistance of navigation. 
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Parenthetically, I think we are unique in the history of those who 
have proposed hydroelectric developments by private enterprise by 
providing a million acre-feet of flood-control storage without asking 
reimbursement from the taxpayers of the Nation. 

That dam will be the 15th highest dam in the United States. It 
will have a maximum power head of 277 feet. It will have an initial 
installation of 360,400 kilowatts, with a peaking capacity of 414,400 
kilowatts. 

As matters now stand, it will make that power available to the North- 
west region next year. atsen 

The next plant downstream, Oxbow, the one easiest to construct and 
fastest to construct, would have a dam 205 feet high, with a power 
head of 117 feet and initial installed capacity of 151,000 kilowatts, and 
with 173,600 kilowatts of peaking capability, which we expect to have 
on the line promptly following the Brownlee Dam. 

Further downstream, there is our Hells Canyon unit, a dam 320 
feet high, with a power head of 208 feet, an initial installation of 
272,000 kilowatts, and a peaking capability of 318,800 kilowatts. 

The efforts of the power company to build those dams have been con- 
tinuous since 1947. The reason for it has been the drastic need for 
power in our company area. 

It was seen in 1947 that, if the Idaho Power Co. was going to con- 
tinue to serve the load in its area, additional generation was required. 
Accordingly, applications were made first for a preliminary permit 
to the Oxbow plant; then later a license application for the Oxbow 
plant and for the Brownlee and the Hells Canyon, all of them being 
combined in one proceeding which started with field hearings in 
Baker, Oreg., in 1952, and have been going on continuously before 
the commission or in some court since that time. 

Seeing, early in the proceedings before the Power Commission, that 
the need for power was going to catch up with us before we could 
practically contemplate that we would get our license and get our 
plants built, the Idaho Power Co., as a temporary measure, entered 
into an agreement with the Utah Power & Light Co., wherein we 
agreed to finance and carry the carrying charges of a so-called Gasby 
No. 3 steam plant in Utah,.in Salt Lake, under the agreement that 
our need for power, our right to get the power would necessarily di- 
minish as the need for it in the Salt Lake area increased. 

We have prepared a chart here showing our situation today, and 
our situation is a drastic one. 

The blue section of the chart is the present dependable capacity of 
the Idaho Power Co., and we have no reserves. In other words, that 
is the amount of capacity that we can count on. 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Parry, is that about 375,000 kilowatts? 

Mr. Parry. Yes. 

Senator Cuurcn. It is 375,000 kilowatts. Thank you. 

Mr Parry. The two small blocks of yellow over to the left of the 
chart are the remaining blocks of power that we will be able to get from 
the Utah Power Co. under our present contract. 

Mr. Lineweraver. Can you translate that into kilowatts? 

Mr. Parry. I was going to, Mr. Lineweaver, explain the chart a 
little. 

Across the bottom of the chart we have years and then in each year 
we have months designated by the. initial letters of the month. On 
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the vertical scale are shown the thousands of kilowatts, which in red 
show the amount of the power needed in each block or month. 

We are here now in March 1957. The line which is jagged in char- 
acter and colored in red is our peak demand. We were in serious 
trouble for power last summer. In fact, on a couple of occasions our 
system, to use the parlance of the industry, “fell apart” a couple of 
times. 

We are only able to fill in a small rather triangular block of red 
to the left of the yellow, at this time, by buying high priced steam 
from Utah, or scrounging around and getting other power. In the 
summertime of this year we will be able to get a small amount of 
power from Bonneville. The only time that Bonneville has any extra 

ower is in the peak flow months of the Columbia River, and the 

daho Power Co. built a line of 230,000 kilovolts from Baker to 
La Grande, Oreg., connecting the two systems. We can get a small 
amount of summer peaking power. Our contract guarantees us 
nothing. ' 

In other words, if they have power that they desire to sell us we 
get it. If it is not there or they don’t want to sell it, we do not get, 
it. That will help us over the summer months. 

We are now already faced with the situation that from about Oc- 
tober of 1957 over through the period until we get Brownlee on the 
line, we are going to be beggars for power, we are going to have to buy 

robably the highest priced steam power, and we have to again, as we 
Save in the past, cut off interruptible loads such as the large phosphate 
plant in Pocatello and elsewhere. 

Senator Nrupercer. May I ask you a question, Mr. Parry, along 


‘that line? Do you think that you can generate power as inexpensively 


as some of the private utilities on the coast are buying energy whole- 
sale from Bonneville Power Administration ? 

Mr. Parry. That is a big question, Senator, with lots of variables 
in it. We think this: that the power which we can generate at the 
Hells Canyon Dam is as low-cost power as we know where to find it. 
We made this statement on page 72 of our brief to the court of appeals, 
which has never been denied : 

Power from the 3-dam project would be low-cost power costing at site under 
private financing 1.96 mills per kilowatt-hour before taxes. 

Senator Neuprcer. May I ask what is your industrial rate for Idaho 
Power Co.? 

Mr. Parry. That I am not aware of, but now then, to continue an- 
swering your question, to the extent that those utilities get power with 
or without taxes in them and with the benefit of Government financing 
I could not make a comparison. ; f re 

Senator Cuurcu. Did I understand that you said you are not aware 
of what the industrial rate of the Idaho Power Co. is? 

Mr. Parry. No. On our large loads such as, for instance, the large 
phosphate plants in Pocatello which, incidentally, alone now use more 
power and energy than the entire output of the Idaho Power Co. at 
the beginning of World War II are of course negotiated under special 
contracts. We havea variety of those. We have special contracts with 
numerous large users, and I do not have them in my mind. 

Senator Nreusercer. Let me just say this for the record. The im- 
portant: thing is the industrial rate which your company quotes. If 
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« manufacturing concern or an industry wants to establish a payroll 
in Idaho and would write in and say, “What rate would you quote 
to us for this number of kilowatts?” is that not what your industrial 
rate or that of any other private company amounts to / 

Mr. Parry. I imagine so; and we are having, as I say, difficulty 
in carrying the load that we have now. That is the reason that the 
Idaho Power Co. has been pushing with all of the energy and per- 
sistence that we have the right to fulfill our responsibility to the area, 
to the residential loads, to the farmers, to the industries such as the 
Senator mentions, or to anyone. We believe it is the duty of a utility 
to have the power to supply, and we are having a terriffic problem. 

Now, the way. these plants fit into our picture is indicated by the 
over lay which we are placing on the map in which we show the amount 
of production that will come into the various plants and this is all 
peaking. The peaking requirements of the Idaho Power Co. are 
shown in red. We are unique among power companies in having our 
peak principally. in the summertime because of the large irrigation 
pumping load that we are carrying. 

As I mentioned, the vertical scale shows kilowatts in hundreds of 
thousands on the vertical scale, and between each of the green lines 
is 100,000 kilowatts. 

We are informed that good, prudent business requires that we 
should always have a reserve of at least equivalent to the capacity of 
our largest unit because that might go off the line at any time through 

‘atastrophe or otherwise. All of the material in the chart I am show- 
ing you is without reserve. If at any time | unit went off at our 
Brownlee plant, the amount that we would have available would drop 
down the equivalent of the distance between the 2 lines approximately. 

Our schedule is to bring the first unit of Brownlee onto the line in 
September of 1958, next year, and to bring all of the other units on 
in order as shown on the chart. 

Senator Neupercer. I might ask you one question, Mr. Parry, 
speaking about your load and the need for energy to service it. I 
notice that in May of 1955 Dr. Ostrander testified before this com- 
mittee that Portland Electric Co., for example, buys about 60 percent 
of all their energy requirements from Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion. Do you se anything wrong in such a situation as that?) Would 


your company, for example, object to buying 60 or 20 percent or 


some other portion of its load from Bonneville Power Administra- 
tion at their very low wholesale rate ? 

Mr. Parry. After recent discussions with officials of the Depart- 
ment and General Electric, and hearing of the terrific problems they 
are having and the threat that is over them that they are going to use 
that for preference customers and otherwise, I would be inclined to 
say it would be a very precarious business. 

Senator Nrusercer. In other words, you would not favor such an 
arrangement ? 

Mr. Parry. You, I believe, are as well aware as I am of the crying 
need of the so-called preference customers, and of the Federal statute 
creating the preference clause. We have heard some of it in this 
room during this hearing and, as long as that persists, it seems to me 
that good business judgment indicates that private enterprise build 
their own generation wherever it is possible. 
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As I say, the need for power units has shown that by 1961 we have 
to have the Oxbow unit coming on even though we complete Brownlee. 

Before I leave Brownlee, T want to say that the amount of green 
that shows on the chart above the red is the amount of surplus that 
we will be able to contribute to the Northwest power pool; and if we 
had been allowed to get started on our project earlier, we could have 
made a major contr ibution to the Northwest power pool i in the winter 
of 1957, when the great unemployment in Oregon has been increased 
by the closing down of the metal mills due to the cutting off of the 


' interr uptible power. 


Senator Cuurcu. What has prevented you? You said if you “had 
been allowed to get started sooner.” Is it not true that you got started 
after the issuance of your license as quickly as possible ¢ 

Mr. Parry. It is the lengthy delay in the license. 

Senator Cuurcu. Do you mean the hearings before the Power 
Commission itself ¢ 

Mr. Parry. The hearings starting in 1952 and being prolonged to 
1955, or 3 years, I classify as delay. 

Senator Cuurcu. Since the issuance of the license itself, there has 
been no delay ¢ 

Mr. Parry. No; and the license required that we file certain amended 
wid revised plans, more in detail than is required during the hear- - 
ing itself. We filed those promptly after the issuance of the license 
und in November of 1955 entered into a contract with the Morrison- 
Knutson Construction Co., which is the largect international con- 
struction company in the world; and incidentally they had equip- 
ment on the railroad headed for Brownlee the day we signed the 
contract in Boise. We have been working just as rapidly and 
hard as we could ever since and I have pictures to show you. 

Senator Cuurcn. I did not mean to interrupt your presentation. 

Mr. Parry. I enjoy questions. 

Senator Cuurcn. In connection with the construction that was 
conumenced soon after the issuance of the license, was that construction 
commenced before the decision of the United States court of appeals 
came down on the appeal of the license ? 

Mr. Parry. Obviously. I said just as soon as the plans were ap- 
proved we started. 

Senator Cuurcn. Then it was started before that court rendered its 
decision on appeal ? 

Mr. Parry. Certainly. 

Senator Cuurcu. Is this case now on appeal before the Supreme 
Court of the United States to test the validity of the license / 

Mr. Parry. As a lawyer, you know the situation when a petition 
for certiorari‘is pending. That petition was filed on February 14 

Senator Cuurcnu. It is now pending? 

Mr. Parry. It is. Now, the reason that the officers and directors of 
the company felt compelled, after carefully canvassing the whole sit- 
uation and reviewing the entire power situation in the Northwest 
and going over the matter with everyone they thought was com- 
petent to express judgment on it, is the power shortage ‘that is shown 
on this map. They were unable to see how they could meet their 
responsibility for meeting this future’ load which they knew was 


going to be there except by starting this construction. The only other 
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alternative was to expend more money in building steam plants right 
on the bank of the Snake River as it flows by unused to the ocean. 
There was no alternative one way or the other. As the shortage over 
in the Oregon area indicates, there is no power in Bonneville for us. 

Senator Nevpercer. Excuse me. I did not mean to interrupt your 
statement. 

Mr. Parry. That is all right. 

Senator Nevsercer. Had you finished that statement ? 

Mr. Parry. Substantially. 

Senator Nevpercer. I did not want to interr upt. You have referred 
about 8 or 10 times to the power shortage in the Northwest, par- 
ticularly on the other side of the mountains. 

Senator Cuurcn. Senator, if you do not mind, may I pursue this 
point? 

Senator Nevpercer. Yes. I am sorry. 

Senator Cuurcu. Since we were in the Supreme Court, Mr. Parry, 
if the writ of certiorari is granted by the Supreme Court and the 
Supreme Court determines that the license issued by the Power Com- 
mission was not issued pursuant to law or is otherwise invalid, then 
what is the position of the Idaho Power Co. with respect to the money 
already spent and borrowed for construction costs at Brownlee? 

Mr. Parry. Well, as a lawyer, as you know if the petition for cer- 
tiorari is granted, then it next goes to the Court on its merits. I think 
that the Court could do one of three things: affirm the license, reverse 
it, or send it back for further hearings. 

Now, if at the end of whatever long road we still have to follow, it is 
ultimately determined, which I think is highly unlikely, that we are not 
there rightfully building our project, why, we would of course be in 
the position only of salvaging what we could from the work we have 
done. 

Senator CHurcu. Do you think under those circumstances that the 
power company should be entitled to repayment by the Federal Gov- 
ernment for the moneys expended ? 

me Parry. Morally, yes; but legally, no. Let me emphasize that. 
I say “Morally, yes’ * because I do not believe that any other private 
ookiipitity has taken the risk and shown the energy to get in and do some- 
thing to remedy the condition that exists in the Northwest today. 

Senator Cuvrcu. If I understand your answer, you meay by “mor- 
ally, yes; legally, no” that, although the power company might not have 
legal claim to enforce the payment or. the repayment of its construc- 
tion costs, you think that it ought to be repaid ? 

Mr. Parry. I would think that if, we would say, some Federal 
agency went in there and assumed the site, there would be a moral 
obligation. Asan ethical man, I think so. 

Senator Cuurcn. I donot argue the point. I just wanted to under- 
stand what your position would be in case that circumstance should 
come about. 

Mr. Parry. Justice Black of the Supreme Court asked me about the 
same question when an application for a stay was there, and I said 
if we lost out on our license [ did not think we had a legal claim against 
the United States. He asked if we were willing to sign a waiver, and 
I said we were and we did. 

He asked a similar question: If we lost out ultimately, could we be 
made to restore the channel of the river? 
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I said I thought we would be. The Solicitor General agreed with 
me and we were asked if we would put up an indemnity agreement to 
perform that which we thought was our obligation. We said we 
would, and we did. That is where that phase of it stands. 

Senator Warxins. I was wondering if you would doas a lot of other 
people who lose their cases along the line do: appear before the super- 
duper court of claims, the Congress of the United States, particularly 
the Judiciary Committee which hears thousands of claims. 

Mr. Parry. I believe some lawyer told me that you never will lose 
until the last place to which you could appeal denied your last petition 
for rehearing. 

Senator Nevpercer. I did not want to interr upt Senator Church’s 

continuity. If he is through, I want to ask a question. 

First, since you mentioned the rates, I think that by reference we 
ought to note that the examiner in the ease of the Idaho Power Co. 
at the sites noted in finding 34 that the Brownlee unit cost is 7.6 mills 
per kilowatt-hour; is that correct. 

Mr. Parry. He made that statement. We think it is a highly in- 
credible statement. 

Senator Neupercer. You said that a much lower cost had never 
been questioned. -I would like the record to show that the cost you 
gave is entirely contradictory with finding 34 of the Federal Power 
Commission examiner. 

Mr. Parry. But not with findings made by the full Commission. 

Senator Neusereer. I think that the record should note that. 

Mr. Parry. In connection with that finding made by him he did 
several very unusual things. He used an operation and maintenance 
cost which was 370 percent higher than that which our experience 
has indicated to be proper. He used a construction cost figure upon 
which he then computed interest and many other things far higher. 
He gave the novel explanation that, by using those greater figures, 
the margin for error, or some similar words, was muc hy greater, and in 
that I am inclined to agree with him. 

Senator Nreupercer. I want the record to show that there was 
another figure given. 

The main question I wanted to ask you is this: I think you referred 
at least 10 or 12 times to the critical power shortage in the Northwest, 
particularly in Oregon and Washington. How much, Mr. Parry, do 
you think the private utility companies operating in the Northwest 
have the responsibility for that by constantly trying to discourage 
further Federal dam construction in the Northwest ? 

Mr. Parry. Well, that is inclined to be somewhat of an “iffy” ques- 
tion, Senator, and I mean that with all due respect. It takes so many 
things into mind that I would be the last one to question the judgment 
of other power companies. All that I know of is that the company 
that has employed me has been doing its level best to fulfill the respon- 
sibility of supplying power. We also think that we have a unique 
record of cooperating with the Bureau of Reclamation by assisting 
them in making a number of dams feasible over in our area by agreeing 
absolutely to take all of their dump power whenever they have it and 
whenever it is available and in any quantities. Otherwise those dams 
could not have been feasible. 

89648—57——14 
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We have entered into wheeling agreements and have done every- 
thing we could to alleviate that shor tage. 

Senator Neveercer. The other side of the coin, Mr. Parr y, is this: 
For years the private utilities in the Northwest have contributed to 
national advertisements highly critical and condemnatory of all Fed- 
eral power projects. Secondly, as early as January 4, 1946, some of 
the leading private utility companies in the Northwest, and in all 
fairness the Idaho Power Co. was not among them, but nearly all 
the other leading companies such as W: ashington Water Power, Pacitic 
Power & Light, and so on, put out a very extensive study claiming 
that with the dams then scheduled in the Northwest, not including 
the vast The Dalles Dam that there would be a power surplus in the 
Northwest and the surplus was even reduced to kilowatts, and they said 
it would be a surplus of at least a minimum of 950,000 kilowatts in 


1950; 780,000 kilowatts in 1955; and 580,000 kilowatts in 1960. This. 


was the solemn view of most of the private utility companies operating 
in the Northwest, predicting far from the shortage to which you have 
referred to so many times : and predicting an overage of kilowatts even 
without the one million-plus at The Dalles Dam which was authorized 
outside their study of dams that were then or would be underway. 

[ wonder if you ‘did disassociate the surplus from the constant efforts 
of the private utility companies to create this false picture of kilowatts 
available in the Northwest and of the demand for them ? 

Mr. Parry. I cannot see how I am in that controversy in any mat- 
ters with which I am familiar or which I am endeavoring to present 
here, Senator. At the time those figures were given, as I figure it up, 
I was an irrigation lawyer. down in southern Idaho in no way con- 
cerned with making computations of power surpluses or otherwise. I 
have always s assumed that all men endeavor to do that which they think 
is accurate and correct at the time. We have all seen these tremen- 
dous changes, wars, the Korean situation, and innumerable other 
things that, as I have heard the testimony of these experts, have com- 
pletely wrecked estimates made in entire good faith not only by 
private people but by public. I have seen some Bonneville estimates 
made back in the old days that have been changed tremendously. You 
would not expect me, I am sure, to criticize any of those gentlemen, 
none of whom I know; nor do I know what they were doing. 

All I am saying or trying to cover is the present situation as we 
today knov the facts. Whether we can look into the crystal ball of 
the futuve any better than the others have done, I do not know. 

Senator CHurcu. May I say, Mr. Parry, in that connection that I 
have been long familiar with the Idaho Power Co. personally and 
many of the personnel that are employed by it. That company pur- 
sues what it sees as its interests with great persistence and fidelity but, 
of course, that is their right todo. Insofar as their good faith is con- 
cerned and insofar as their service to Idaho is concerned, to their cus- 
tomers, I have no fault to find with the Idaho Power Co. I think 
that the management policies, their employment policies, and the serv- 
ice that they have endeavored to render is in the best tradition of 
utility service, and it is not on that basis at all that I support the con- 
struction of the high Hells Canyon Dam, but rather it 1s on quite a 
different basis apart from the company and the service it has rendered 
in Idaho. 
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Mr. Parry. I am sure you feel that way, Senator, and I can say like-. 
wise that in my several recent years of association with engineers and 
officers in the company I have come to have an equally high regard. 

The thing that I was endeavoring to mention is the fact that we do 
have a shorts age of power in the Northwest i in some degree. A con- 
crete evidence of it, and I hate to repeat it, is the fact that I still think 
that some of the interruptible load is off. I know that when I was in 
Oregon shortly before coming on this trip it was a large amount of 
the interruptible load. 

I would like to refer to table 4 at page 22 of the 10th report of the 
Pacific Northwest Governors Power Policy Committee, by the en- 
gineering cominittee, dated January 31, 1957, That has been referred 
to by some other witness who preceded me, I think perhaps the witness 
from the Bonneville Administration, and he stated that they would 
not have the shortage on their total load prior to 1964. 

There are two important points, I think, which should be kept in 
mind in connection with that. First, as he indicated in arriving at 
that fact that you are not going to have a shortage in 1964, there is the 
assumption that our Brownlee and our Oxbow and Hells Canyon 
plants will come on as scheduled. We must have some power from 
Hells Canyon approximately that year to allow even for one unit going 
off. We really should have power available from the Hells Canyon 
plant, the last of our plants in the year 1963. I have made a red mark 
on the chart for my own information that to bring Hells Canyon into 
operation at the time that we must have it we mu st start it in August 
of 1961 because you don’t build these hydroelectric plants overnight, 
and that 1s our construction schedule. If we are allowed to proc eed 
with our construction schedule, we will be able to carry our own load, 
the load indicated in red. We will be able to make a contribution to 
the Pacific Northwest power pool of the amount shown in green on 
the chart which will be a very substantial contribution and which is 
the contribution .that is required to carry the load in the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Now, it is not my purpose to give my lecture on the desirability ‘ 
the interruptible power on the Northwest bec ‘ause, as we all know, 

varries a large part of the electrometallurgical load over there ae 
whenever any of the interruptible load goes s off, there is economic dis- 
aster. The very table.to which I refer shows that, so far as the inter- 
ruptible load is concerned, there will be a continuing and immediate 
shortage not in 1964 but immediately if our plants do not come in. In 
other words, the 1964 date of shortage is only firm power and there is 
an unusual situation over in the Northwest in that Bonneville, as I 
believe has also been testified, is able to sell its interruptible power: for 
practically the same price as its firm power, and it is true because it is 
of equal value. 

I think that I can say without fear of contradiction that, if we are 
are not allowed to proceed, that, by the action of the court which no 
a ‘an control here or by the action of this Congress, there is going 

to be a continuing and immediate diminishing of power in the Pacific 
Northwest to the point that a substantial part of the interruptible 
loads are going to be off all the year, and the Governor’s report is 
my evidence for that. 

Senator Neusercer. May I ask yeu this, Mr. Parry. Has either 
your company or the authors of this Governor’s report urged the ad- 
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ministration to provide funds for the 1,150,000-kilowatt John Day 
Dam which has been fully engineered by the Army engineers and is 
ready for construction ? 

Mr. Parry. I would say, Senator, we have had our hands full and 
we have not gone beyond our problems. Of what the others have done, 
I am not aware. 

Senator Nevsercer. You are very concerned about the power short- 
age and you have emphasized that very effectively. I am sure you 
have told the truth about the forthcoming power shortage. I have no 
doubt about that. 

Has your company contributed to these advertisements in national 
magazines which urge discontinuance of all Federal power projects? 

Mr. Parry. I am unable to answer the question since it is not In my 
field. 

Senator Nevusercer. The point I make is this: That, if you are con- 
cerned about the shortage as I am sure you are, if the private utilities 
in the Northwest, including your own company discourage Federal 

rojects, they also might encourage the administration to allow in its 

udget some funds for the vast John Day Dam on the Columbia which 
is fully engineered, as I say, and construction could start this coming 
July if some money were appropriated, and the budget recommended 
no appropriation at all? 

Mr. Parry. With the danger of being repetitious, as I say, we have 
confined our efforts and our money in trying to get some powerplants 
built and some kilowatts on the line. 

Senator Nevpercer. What has been the attitude of your company 
with respect to the American Falls plant on the Snake River? Have 
you taken a stand on that powerplant ? 

Mr. Parry. Long before I was employed by the Idaho Power Co., 
I appeared before a committee here, the Appropirations Committee in 
the Congress, in the Senate, opposing that for the reason that I thought 
and I represented the thinking of the water users who thought that the 
net gain there was out of all proportion to the cost, and I believe that 
that is the present thinking of the Bureau people. 

If I can divert for a moment, I am taking time, but the Idaho 
Power Co., too, has a powerplant before the American Falls Dam. 
It is in no way connected with it, it in no way uses the head.. 

There is another rapids in the river and, as water is released from 
the American Falls powerplant for irrigation purposes, and it is 
very seasonal for that reason, the power company runs it through 
that plant. . 

Now, then, if the Government built another plant on the other side 
of the river, it would simply mean putting the Idaho Power Co. plant 
out of business, and the only gain to the region would be the difference 


in production between the Government pent on the west bank and 


the presently existing Idaho Power Co. plant on the east bank, which 
my memory of some 6 or 7 years ago indicates was not more than 
6,000 kilowatts. 

It seemed to us an uneconomic expenditure of money and almost 
savoring of being punitive to simply say, “We are going to build an- 
other plant on the other side of the river and take the water be- 
' cause we have the right to do it.” 

That is in the old American Falls contract and, as a very young 
lawyer and representing the irrigation interests, I participated in this 
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and again, Senator Church, I think that the power company was lib- 
eral in taking a million dollars, not for their power rights but for 
the lands and the transmission lines and the plants and other property 
they had there at that time. It was an arms’ length dealing. It was 
advertised in all the papers of southern Idaho. 

I attended a number of very hot meetings of water users, and the 
figure of a million dollars was agreed on openly, and I think fairly. 

Senator Cuurcu. I have not questioned the figure of $1 million, 
Mr. Parry, in the reference that I made. I made it in quite a different 
context, ; 

Mr. Parry. I wanted to be perfectly sure. 

Senator Cuurcn. I would like you to explain another point to me in 
connection with the American Falls powerplant. 

You say that the installation of a Federal power facility would 
put the private facilities on the river out of business. Would you 
explain that to me? 

Mr. Parry. There is not enough water there to run two plants. In 
other words, it is a question of on which side of the river you divert the 
water. 

In other words, they store water in American Falls all during the 
winter season, and the only water released during that time is either 
if there are floodwaters, or to maintain the fiow at the Government 
Minidoka powerplant downstream in which they claim to have a 
right to have water released from American Falls to generate power 
down there, so that, whatever water is run down there during the 
wintertime for either purpose, there isn’t enough to operate more 


‘than one plant. And likewise, when irrigation releases come along 


Jater, again there is not enough to operate the two. 

Senator Cuurcn. In other = oi it is not a situation where the 
one plant could be used and then the same water could be used down- 
stream by the other ?: 

Mr. Parry. They are on the same falls or rapids, so to speak; 1 on 
one side and 1 on the other. 

I do not question the sincerity of the Bureau engineers. They have 
sat down with the engineers of our company to see if they could work 
out some toe-of-the-dam plan such as you have mentioned, but they 
have not been able, as I understand, to come up with one which was an 
economic plan. 

Senator Nrupercer. I asked you earlier about industrial rates of 
your company, and you did not know them. I think they ought to be 
put in the record. 

On February 21, I received from the Library of Congress Section 
on Industrial Organization and Corporate Finance, the Economic 
Division, this information: 

For 30,000 kilowatt-hours, your company quotes an industrial rate 
of 1.72 cents; for 60,000 kilowatt-hours, 1.49 cents; for 200,000 kilo- 
watt-hours, there is no rate quoted. Now, that means that the lowest 
industrial rate quoted by -your company, according to this material 
from the Library of Congress, dated February 21, 1957, if it is cor- 
rect, is approximately 14 mills. The Bonneville industrial wholesale 
rate to large users delivered is 2.1 mills. 

Mr. Parry. As I said a moment ago, the policy that the company 
has followed, and I think it is good business, is that people that come 
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in and take large blocks of power which practically means building 
a powerplant for them, have their rates especially negotiated, and we 
are supplying that, Mr. Hogg tells me, to the Po -atello plant on an 
average of somewhere around 4.5 mills, and are negotiating with a 
number of other lar ge companies that we expect to try to bring to the 
area; and we think that we have assisted in working out a scheme in 
cooperation with the Utah Power & Light Co. that we can help them 

carry the load over in their area for this Central F: armers Phosphate 
Co. at figures that we can live with. 

Senator Neupercer. And the reason I have emphasized this ques- 
tion is that it seems to me that it is absolutely vital to the future of 
your State and my State. | 

The Bonneville rate is 2.1 mills delivered to industry. Your quoted 
rate is 14 mills. Your adviser has just said that you are selling for 
4.5 mills. . 

Mr. Parry. That is in large continuous blocks. 

Senator Neuprrcer. I certainly hone vou are doing that, and that 
is fine, but it is still over twice that of the Bonneville rate. 

If I know anything about per capita incomes in this country, both 
your State and my State have fared very badly in recent years, 
your State faring even more adversely than the State of Oregon. 
They are just starting to build huge steam plants at the mine mouth 
in Ohio, where they will use coal and will produce power for 3.5 
mills a kilowatt-hour, as I understand. 

I do not see how Idaho and Oregon can go ahead with large in- 
dustrial payrolls. There is no other energy base except low-cost 
power. 

It seems to me that the Bonneville rate of 2.1 mills a kilowatt- 
hour is the greatest boon by way of a resource that any State could 
possibly have to build up payrolls and build up this economy. It 
seems to me a traaic thing to sacrifice that opportunity. 

Senator Wavxrns. That is actually below cost of production; is 
it not, Senator: 

Senator Neupercer. Bonneville has had gross revenues of over 
400 million and are 70 million ahead of schedule in their repayments, 
principal plus interest, to the Treasury, and the rate is continuing 
under the present national administration which has been in office 
for nearly 5 years 

Mr. Parry. I believe there has been some testimony in this hearing 
along the lines mentioned by the Senator from Utah, that some of 
the larger concerns are getting power below the cost of production, 
so that it amounts to somebody paying somebody else’s power bill. 
Maybe that was in the House hearings. 

Senator Warkrns. Last year I put in the record the exact figures 
that came from Bonneville, and nobody has denied them. 

Senator Neupercer. Do vou mean that Bonneville is selling energy 
at less than the cost of production ¢ 

Mr. Parry. I believe those are the figures to which the Senator 
réfers. . 

Senator Warktns. Those are the figures given to us, and I will 
substantiate them a little later. 

Senator Cuurcu. In all fairness, that must be the exception to the 
rule, otherwise the system would not have been operating at a large 
_ profit each year. 
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Senator Warxkrns. There are a lot of things connected with the 
profits. 

Senator Cuurcn. Those things do not relate to the question of 
whether or not you are selling the: power below its cost. 

Senator Warxins. We know what they are selling back to the 
Government and what they estimate the cost is. That is lower than 
the cost they are selling for. They may be able to explain it, but 
to an or dinary person it is surprising. 

Senator Neusercer. The present administration has been in office 
since 1953. What do you think about it selling power for below cost ¢ 

Senator Warxrns. I think that somebody, some years ago, before 
we came in, made contracts for 30 years below 2 mills, for instance 
with Kaiser Co., and it is a contract that you cannot very well break. 

Senator Nrusercer. I think this is a very material thing. Do you 
mean to say that the Bonneville Administration i is selling power be- 
low cost? 

Senator Warkins. I think so; yes. 

Senator Neupercer. And then they are selling it to private utilities 
below cost ? 

Senator Warkins. The private miata do not get the same rate. 

Senator Neupercer. They pay about 2.5 mills, or slightly lower? 

Senator Warxrys. About five of them pay more than the industrial 
concerns. 

Senator Neuspercer. The public agencies pay still higher than the 
private utilities. 

Senator Warkrins. Did you read the record of the debate I put in 
the record last year ¢ 

Senator Neupercer. You may have put it in the record, but I do 
not think you proved it. 

Senator Warxrns. The Bonneville people sent it out. 

Senator Neusercer. Was it to the effect that the Bonneville pow- 
er is below cost ? 

Senator Warkrns. They put out figures that indicated that some 
of the customers get it below cost. 

Senator Neusercer. How does the system operate at a profit then ? 

Senator Warxrns. It must soak somebody else to make it up. 

Senator Dworsnax. Mr. Parry, what is the average tax rate paid 
by your company ? 

Mr. Parry. It approaches 30 percent or more of our total income. 
I have the figure. Thirty-three percent of what we collect is for 
taxes. 

Senator Dworsuax. How would you relate that to a 2-mill rate 
charged by the Government, which does not pay taxes? 

Mr. Parry. I have made the statement.many times that Idaho 
could have the cheap power which the Senator mentions, and again 
I am not being facetious, by one act, freeing us from taxes, because 
we believe we can build and operate the dams cheaper than the Gov-: 
ernment can. 

Senator Neupercer. Am I given to understand that millage rates 
are less in Idaho where you have private plants than in W qlaieton 
and Oregon where you have Government dams ? 

Mr. Parry. What do you mean by millage rate ? 

Senator Nevsercer. Taxes paid by farmers and businessmen. 

Mr. Parry. I do not know about that. 
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Senator Neusercer. Did you say that to the Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. Parry. If they would remove from our rate the percentage we 
pay in taxes, we would be below Bonneville. 

Senator Neupercer. The customers pay the taxes. ' 

Mr. Parry. Surely. I am just talkie about the rates, If you 
take that out of the rates, you can have the cheap power. You do 
not have to appropriate billions from Congress or do anything. 

Senator Cuurcu. In connection, Senator Watkins, with your state- 
ment about the Bonneville Power Administration selling to some cus- 
tomers at rates lower than actual cost, do not those rates relate to inter- 
ruptible power, and is not the comparison made between interruptible 
power and the average cost for all power ? 

Are not your statistics based on that comparison ¢ 

Senator Watkins. There are 1 or 2 items in some of the companies’ 
contracts where they get their so-called secondary power, but most 
of the power they are getting is firm power. They have to have firm 
power to operate their industries 24 hours a day. 

Senator Cuurcu. In connection with the firm power, is the Bonne- 
ville system selling firm power for less than its production cost? 

Senator Watkins. I think so. 

Senator Cuurcn. Do your figures show that? 

Senator Warxrins. If I interpret them properly, they show that. I 
intend to present them. 

Senator Neupercer. Does the Bonneville Administration under the 
present Department of the Interior so interpret them? 

Senator Warxrs. I did not ask for any interpretation by the De- 
partment of the Interior. 

As I remember, I sent to the Bonneville people or the Department 
of Interior directly to get them from the Bonneville people, indicating 
the prices that certain groups were paying. You have had opportunity 
to study them because I put them in the record. 

Now you say that you are producing power at less than 2 mills. 

Senator Neupercer. I said that in a recent report put out by Dr. 
Pearl, who is an appointee of former Secretary of the Interior McKay, 
he lists the most favorable balance in respect to revenues to the Treas- 
ury and revenues from power. 

Senator Watkins. You are taking in some money, but somebody 
else is paying higher rates to make up for what these others are getting 
at a lower rate. 

Senator Neusercer. Who is paying it? 

Senator Watkins. The rest of the customers are paying it. 

Senator Neusercrer. They have three rates: To industry, to private 
companies, and to the preference customers, and they only sell it 
wholesale. ; 

I do not have Dr. Pearl’s report but it shows a most favorable bal- 
ance, ahead of the repayments schedule set up by the Government 
into the Treasury, principal plus interest. 

Senator Warxins. Mr. Parry is testifying today, and apparently 
you want to cross-examine me. Go after him for a while. 

Senator Neupercer. This is very material. 

Senator Watkins. Yes; it is material. 

Senator Neusercer; It is material for the future of the Northwest. 
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Senator Watkins. Yes; it is material, and I will present it at the 
right time. You have never answered it. It is in the record and I 
have never heard anyone mention it on the other side. 

I pointed out then that they were getting it for less than cost. 
Kaiser is tied up for 30 years, as I understand. 

Mr. Parry. 1 may have remarked earlier that, unless the surplus 
power shown in green on the chart comes into being i in the Pacific 
Northwest, there will be a shortage. 

Incidentally, our company has always been connected with the 
Northwest power pool, and in past deficiency periods we have ‘been 
the largest supplier of surplus, other than the Bonneville Power 
Administration. 

In recent years, because of our criti¢al condition, we » have not been 
able to supply it, but we have built a 230,000- -kilovolt line from La 
Grande to Wakes, and are constructing another, so that, when Brownlee 
comes on the line, we will be tied in. The use of that will not cut off 
interruptible power which otherwise will be inevitable in the North- 
west, and without ours there will be a shortage of firm power long be- 
fore 1964. 

Senator Dworsuax. What does your company receive for power 
returns into the Northwest power — $ 

Mr. Parry. Do you mean rates? 

Senator Dworsuak. Yes. 

Mr. Parry. Iam unable to tell you. 

Senator DworsHax. Are you given an exchange of. power at some 
more opportune time, or do you receive cash ? 

Mr. Parry. Part of it is that w ay. 

In other words, we are fortunate because of this summer peak which 
we have which is unique in the industry. We can take power from the 
Bonneville that otherwise would be dump power or thrown away at 
the time the Columbia River is flooding, and likewise, because of our 
lower winter operations, we can give them power when they need it 
most vitally. 

On the question that there has been so much talk about, the amount 
of water available for storage in the reservoir, we thought it would be 
helpful if we summarized it in some charts that we have. 

I want to say in the beginning that the engineers from the Idaho 
Power Co. were not started out with any ideas of “vo down and build 
a reservoir at Brownlee with 1 million acre-feet.” 

They were told to go and build a reservoir that could be operated 
consistent with the Snake River and its future known irrigation de- 
velopment, that would be economical from a power situation and that 
would give us a reasonable amount of flood control at that point. 

Using those criteria, our engineers looked at figures such as I have 
here. The lower figure is the amount of water available for storage 
over a minimum release of 5,000 cubic feet per second, and that figure 
is one prescribed by the Army engineers. They have insisted at the 
Federal Power Commission hearing, and there is written into our 
license, the provision that we must always have a minimum release of 
5,000 cubic feet per second in order to create the amount needed for 
navigation downstream, and that takes into account the other streams 
lower down. 

They have a minimum flow of 13,000 cubic feet per second that they 
require down at that area above Lewiston which they think will de- 
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velop into a fine navigation project. We took the figure because it 
comes from the Army engineers. 

A thorough study of the depletion of the river in Idaho was made 
by the U nited States Geological Survey in 1948. 

Senator Warkrys. Is that present depletion ? 

Mr. Parry. Up to 1948, Since that time that has been used 
zero, or the starting point, in figuring all depletion. 

The lower chart and the depletion ‘figures that are used on here are 
taken from the study made by the (¢ ‘olumbia Basin Interagency Com- 
mittee, which is a group of Federal agencies that have been and still 
are giving thorough and careful study to this de pletion on the Snake 

tiver. They figured what the depletion would be if we had 367,000 
more acres irrigated i in the Upper Snake than was irrigated 1 in 1948, 
which is the lower chart. 

Incidentally, that is just about the present time. In other words, 
there has been that increase since 1948. 

Senator Watkins. How much is that? 

Mr. Parry. That is 367,000 more than were irrigated in 1948. 

Senator Warkrys. You mean that there has been that increase? 
There has been that average increase ? 

Mr. Parry. There has been an average increase of 40,000 acres of 
irrigated land, most of it by private enterpr ise in small amounts. 

I like to brag about Idaho. 

Private enterprise has brought more irrigated land into the Snake 
River than the big Columbia Basin project: in the same period. 

We now have, as I said, 367,000 more, which is about the figure at 
the present time. 

Now, then, there is another factor that must be considered if you 
are going to evaluate storage reservoir downstream below all irriga- 
tion and above those three plants down on the Columbia. These aver- 
age annual flows, so far as reservoirs are concerned, in my opinion, 
are more or less meaningless, because if you store water in the reservoir 


at Hells Canyon at any time when there is less water in the Columbia 


River downstream then is required by the full capacity of those plants, 

you are simply robbing Peter to pay Paul, and you gain nothing by 
storing the water. 

For instance, in this recent flash flood that I am going to mention, 
it would have been foolish to store that water at Hells Canyon. They 
need it badly in the Columbia River. 

Senator Watkins. Do you mean they did not have enough water 
to operate at full capacity ? 

Mr. Parry. That is right. Their plants were down. That happens 
every winter season down there. 

These are some of the complex and varied questions which have 
eome into the Federal Power Commission hearings for a year. To 
oversimplify these things and come in with a set of figures off the cuff 
often misleads. 

This chart has been used by us in the Federal Power Commission 
hearings, 1 in the House hearing 2 years ago, and again now. 

Senator Warkrns. Will you explain that chart? 

Mr. Parry. So far as I know, it has never been questioned, The red 
part is the time when you could store water at Hells Canyon and not 
interfere with power production in the lower Columbia, and the rest 
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of the time the only smart, intelligent, or economic thing to do is let 
the water go on down the river. 

We chose the period of 1928 to 1937. That was a period of relatively 
low flows and that is the test of a stream. 

lam sorry that Senator Anderson is not here bec: vuse of the colloquy 
between him and the witness Crandall yesterday, seeing how wrong 
they were in assuming that there was going to be water at least in the 
amount that some of them agreed on. I think we have the same danger 
here. . ; 

Anyway, this is the flow at a decade of relatively low flows, and the 
amount that was storable without interfering with power production 
is shown in figures under the red. For instance e, in 1949, it was 1.9 
million; in 1930, 1.5 million, and so on across. 

Senator Warkins. You are only talking about the interference with 
power production downstream. 

Mr. Parry. Downstream. Of course, that is no criterion for eval- 
uating a plant over a 50-year period. In other words, I think every 
engineer agrees that, if you are going to evaluate a Government- 
financed plant, you evaluate it at some kind of an average over the 
50-year pay-out period. Or, in our case, and this is a point I want to 
make, all that the Idaho Power Co. gets is a 50-year license. 

Some statements may have been made here by someone that the 
power users are going to pay for this plant, and then the Idaho Power 
Co. has it. Nothing could be further from the truth, because at the 
end of our 50-year license period, under the provisions of the Federal 
Power Act, it is there to be taken over. 

Senator Crurcu. Mr. Parry, in connection with that statement, do 
IT understand you to mean that the Federal Government, at the end 
of these 50 years, will take over these plants as their own ? 

Mr. Parry. There are several. 

Senator Cuurcnu. Do you think that this is going to be the result ? 

Mr. Parry. All financing of power companies is necessarily on 
that basis. That is what the law Says. 

Senator Cuurcnu. Answering my question, do you think that this 
will happen ? 

Mr. Parry. You are asking me to guess politics for 50 years in the 
future, I think. 

Senator Cuurcn. Is the Idaho Power Co. proceeding on the as- 


‘sumption that these plants, at the end of 50 years, will be the Govern- 


ment’s plants ? 

Mr. Parry. Yes, they are proceeding on the assumption that all 
plants built by them will be subject. to ‘be taken over under the pro- 
visions of the Federal Power Act as it is set up for the payment out 
of the net investment, and so forth, at the end of 50 years. 

Senator Cuurcn. And it is contemplated by the company that, 
once this 50-year period has run out, the Federal Government. will 
then take over these plants ? 

Mr. Parry. Well, you used the word “contemplated.” I know I am 
not going to be here to worry about it, and I suppose the officers that 
will be here will do their best to stay in business; but I know that the 
bankers and mortgage lenders and everybody who lends money assume 
that. 

Senator Cuurcn. So we may have private dams there for 50 years 
only, is that right ? 
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Mr. Parry. At the end of that period they are there for being 
taken over under the provisions of the Federal Power Act. 
Senator Cuurcu. This underwrites, does it not, the statement that 


I made heretofore as to the jurisdiction of the Government in the: 


Hells Canyon stretch ? 

Mr. Parry. I have a strong disagreement with you on that when I 
get to it. 

Senator Cuurcu. However, it would seem to indicate, would it not, 
that if the Government can take over the plant, the Government 
power is there. 

Mr. Parry. No. The courts have gone into that, Senator. 

If I could take it in a little more orderly way and discuss the 
water rights, I will discuss that later. 

Senator Cuurcu. I do not want to interrupt your discourse, but 
I wanted to see more clearly what you meant by that statement. 

Mr. Parry. The Federal Power Act, which was created and 
amended under Democratic administrations, is on the theory that 
private enterprises will be allowed to go in there and develop them 
under a 50-year license, and under the terms and provisions of that 
license there is provision for a takeover. 

Senator Neupercer. Has the Government ever taken any over? 

Mr. Parry. None are 50 years old, but some are close. 

Senator Neunercer. How about some of the plants in the Clackamas 
River in Oregon ? 

Mr. Parry. The act was passed in 1920 so that it will be 1970 be- 
fore the expiration of 50 years from the passage of the act, and they 
were not built just at first. 

Senator Cxurcu. Insofar as the law that licensed these plants to 
the Idaho Power Co., it is possible that the Idaho Power Co. may only 
own them for 50 years? 

Mr. Parry. That is the only assumption upon which the company 
can act. 

Senator Warxrins. In other words, you are not an owner now; you 
are a licensee. 

Mr. Parry. Yes. 

Senator Nrupercer. Because there was some discussion of the 
Bonneville rates, I feel that the record ought to be made accurate. 

In the 1955 annual report of the Bonneville Administrator, the 
rates at Bonneville are listed as an average of 2.8 mills to publicly 
owned utilities who are their customers; 2.32 mills to privately owned 
power companies, and 2.26 mills to industrial customers. 

In the 1956 advance report, Dr. Pearl, the Administrator reports: 

At June 30, 1955, the Columbia River power system continued to be well 
ahead of scheduled repayment requirements. The total amount repaid was 
$192,188,387, or 17.11 percent of the total power capita! investment. Tenta- 
tively scheduled capital repayments June 30 were $127 million. Thus the 
system was $68,144,663 ahead of tentative schedule. 

That is Dr. Pearl’s statement and I have read the rates. 

Senator Warkins. Since they have started, they have only paid 
about 10 percent of the total cost up to date. 

Senator Nevsercer. I said total amount repaid was $192 million, or 
17.11 percent of the total power capital invested. That is Dr. Pearl’s 
statement, not that of any previous Administrator. This is the state- 
ment of the Administrator appointed by former Secretary McKay. 
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Senator Warxins. I will submit some figures that you probably 
have overlooked. I will submit some figures that will be interesting, 
(See-p. 354.) . 

Mr. Parry. If I may proceed, going then to the upper portion of 
the chart where we have assumed the amount of irrigated area over 
1948 of 1,196,000 acres, which was substantially the ultimate irriga- 
tion assumed by Mr. Crandall and a number of other witnesses that 
have testified on the subject at various hearings, during that period 
again giving the Hells Canyon Reservoir the break, so to speak, we 
have assumed that there will probably be some of these other down- 
stream dams that we have heard talked about in the Snake River 
below us and have reduced the water discharge to 2,000 cubic feet 
per second which is about the minimum that has been mentioned that 
you can use and keep something turning over, 

The amount available for storage will not in many years fill our 
million acre-feet of storage. It will be down to 971,000, 674,000, and 
soon. Incidentally, we can talk blithely of no interference with water 
rights, .but in the year 1934 the American Falls Reservoir only filled 
about 50 percent. Therefore, the amounts shown in red are, in our 
opinion, and in the opinion of our engineers the amount of usable 
storage in that section of the river, and the amount that we think is 
economically sound to build; and that was the basic reason that the 
Idaho Power Co. came up with a million acre-feet of storage. 

Now, by using that amount of storage there would be no conflict 
with the upstream irrigation rights. 

The highest flood of record, and I emphasize the words “of record” 
is 1948.. The million acre-feet of storage which we are providing 
without cost to the taxpayers of the country would, according to the 
finding of the Federal Power Commission, fully control the 1948 
flood at that point on the river. 

I believe the question was asked as to wouldn’t there have been some 
other water going down on the Snake River. The million acre-feet, 
according to the statistics and the finding of the Federal Power Com- 
mission, would have controlled it. The million acre-feet gives us a 
power production which we believe to be very equivalent to that of 
the high dam. 

This figure of the addition to system capability which I have heard 
mentioned so many, many times by so many, many people, and I have 
heard it all the way from 800,000, 900,000, to 1,400,000, is after all 
nothing more or less than bookkeeping. ‘Either of these reservoirs, 
whether they are our reservoirs or the high reservoir, during the stor- 
age period will be poducing at site, at the plant, a minimum of power. 

The figure for rate of discharge which has been used in the feasibil- 
ity report for the high dam would, as I recall it, produce only 66,000 
kilowatts so that whenever water is being stored in order to fill the 
reservoir up as much as possible, that production at the dam would 
only be that amount. Whenever the water was being discharged and 
the head of the dam dropped, the production would be much, much 
less than the total. 

Senator Warxrns. Would you store in winter? 

Mr. Parry. In summer. 

Senator Warkrns. How can you store in summer because then you 
need the power for pumping. 
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Mr. Parry. No; we are integrated with the lower Columbia, Senator, 
and we could only store, as I said, when we do not hurt the Columbia 
River plants. 

Senator Watkins. Do you mean to say that you are absolutely 
bound up there so that you have to release water to keep so much down 
below ¢ 

Mr. Parry. That is sound economic planning. 

Senator Wariiixs. Does anything in the law require that ? 

Mr. Parry. No; there is nothing in the law but we have said we 
would operate fully integrated w ith the Northwest Power pool elec- 
trically, hydraulically, w hich i is one of these phrases, and we can do 
that for the reason that there is a surplus on the lower Columbia 
during their flood period. 

Senator Warkins. You mean a surplus of power. You do not ex- 
change water but you do exchange power ? 

Mr. Parry. That is correct. The point I want to make is that any 
statement of power output on this dam in which we get all these fan- 
tastic figures is a bookkeeping figure. The high figure is gotten by 
assuming 4 or 5 conditions w hich have never existed and never will 
exist. That is assuming that there never will be any more storage on 
the Snake River than this; that there will be eight dams downstream 
below Hells Canyon ; that they will have Hells Cany ‘on completely full. 
Then they are going to dump all the water out in 7 months and then 
they come up with a figure that they add to this so-called system 
capability. 

The criterion that has been used for years and years and vears al] 
over the United States in evaluating mutually incompatible power- 
plants is not this system capability or anything like that, but what is 
the dependable capacity and the average energy from the plant. The 
dependable capacity is the thing that is there when you need it: in 
other words, when the customer turns on his light or range or furnace, 
it is there at the time it is needed for the load: and the energy is the 
kilowatt hours; in other words, 1 kilowatt for 1 hour that runs through 
the meter and is consumed and is paid for. 

Now, the finding on those 2 comparisons where we have the million 
acre-feet instead of the higher dam with its 3 million acre-feet for 
dependable capacity is 767,000 kilowatts for the 3 dams and 785,000 
for the high dam, a dependable capacity difference of 18,000 kilow: atts. 

Senator Warktys. Those figures are disputed. 

Mr. Parry. I do not believe there is any dispute. 

Senator Warxrins. Have you a way to help anybody to determine 
where the fact actually is? 

Mr. Parry. I do not believe there is any dispute under a dependable 
capacity, Senator. The only dispute is which yardstick do you use? 

Senator Warkrns. If you use another yardstick you get another 
figure. Whatis wrong with the var dstick ? 

Mr. Parry. The system capability is not, in my opinion, a real yard- 
stick but just a bookkeeping figure that you can juecle around. 

Senator Crurcu. These kilowatt figures, depending on the method 
used, are the subject of some controversy; are they not ? 

Mr. Parry. As T say, I am not aware of anyone who has criticized 
those firures on dependable capacity. 

Senator Cuurcn. Those are the only figures that count. 
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Mr. Parry. That is our opinion. 

Senator Cuurcu. Unless you have some means of making it up you 
go along for a while and furnish power and business relies on that, 
and that i is one thing; but, if you go along and they close down for 3 
or 4 months, that is another thing, because you do not have enough 
power. 

Mr. Parry. I notice that Mr. Riter, i the statement he presented 
this morning, put in 1 more unit and said that the dependable capacity 
of the high dam was 900,000 kilowatts. I assume he would agree that 
the dependable capacity was 800,000 kilowatts. 

Senator Cuvrcu. Would he agree with your figures on the three 


‘dam dependable capacity ? 


Mr. Parry. I have never asked him, so that I do not know. 

On average energy we compute that our dam would produce an 
average energy of 5.53 billion kilowatt-hours. The figures used by 
Mr. Riter this mor ning, even with his 900,000 kilowatts, . showed aver- 
age energy of! 5,000.500,000, a little less than ours, and that is the reason 
that we have said before the Power Commission, said to the court of 
appeals, and repeated at every hearing that we could get that, if you 
use the criteria which we believe are the most acceptable ; namely, de- 
pendable capacity and average energy, you get substantially the same 
thing on our three dams as would be obtained from the high dam, and 
I am persuaded that that was the reason that the Federal Power Com- 
mission found that our dam, costing about a quarter of a billion dollars 
less, was the best comprehensive development in the river. In other 
words, that is the other side of the coin in this story of which we have 
heard so much. 

Senator Dworsnak. On that basis, would you contend that, if 
Idaho Power Co. were not interested in building these three low-head 
dams on the Snake River and the Government were told to build a 
Federal dam, that the economics of it would justify only a dam that 
would store about a million acre-feet ? 

Mr. Parry. I have always felt that if there had been an honest 
attempt to develop the river by anybody, that the three dams that we 
are proposing to build are the ones to build. 

Senator’ DworsHak. Even though they were not sponsored by the 
Federal Government ? 

Mr. Parry. I do not think the npegpar 8.4 affects the output of the 
dam. The sponsorship may have an effect on the power cost if one 
sponsor borrows money cheaper and is free from taxes, but it does 
not affect the output of the dam. 

In other words, the three dams are just as good built by the Gov- 
ernment as built by us, and likewise, if we could have found the high 
dam economical, it would have been just as fine if we had built it as the 
Government. 

Senator Dworsuak. Are you contending also that, if the Govern- 
ment were to build a high dam as originally outlined and as provided 
for in this bill, that it would not a anything more than the 
three low dams would accomplish 

Mr. Parry. That is my opinion, 

Senator Warkrys. That is also the opinion of your engineers? 

Mr. Parry. It is; and I think it is the opinion of the Power Com- 
mission. 
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There are a couple of other factors that enter into that. 

Senator Cuurcu (presiding). May I interrupt for a minute? 

If you can find a convenient breaking point, the chairman suggested 
that we ought not, in fairness to all, terminate the hearing any later 
today than 5 o’clock but should recess it until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning because obviously we are not going to be able to finish today. 

at. Parry. I think this would be a good place, and I can pick up 
the story. 

Senetor Cuurcu. Are there any members here who would object to 
_ a recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning? 

Senator Warxrns. I have been interrupted two times now. I have 
never heard Mr. Parry in person before. You cannot ask questions of 
a record. 

Senator Cuurcu. That being the case, we will adjourn the hearing 
until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Parry. Thank you, sir. 

Whereupon, at 5 p. m., the hearing was recessed until 10 a. m. 
Friday, March 8, 1957.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 8, 1957 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION, OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subsomunittes met at 10 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 224, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Clinton P. Anderson (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Clinton P. Anderson (New Mexico) and Arthur 
V. Watkins (Idaho). 

Also present: Senators Richard L. Neuberger (Oregon), Henry C. 
Dworshak (Idaho), and Gordon Allott (Colorado). 
' Also present: Goodrich W. Lineweaver, committee assistant, and 
M. C. Mapes, Jr., special counsel. 

Senator ANDERSON. We will insert the following telegram in the 
transcript: 
WASHINGTON, D.C., March 7, 1957. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 


Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, Senate Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 


We respectfully urge the record to show the Cooperative League of the United 
States of America and its 13 million members vigorously support legislation 
authorizing a high Hells Canyon Dam. Immediate passage of the bill would 
provide lower-cost power for electric consumers and lower-cost fertilizer for 
farmers from Ohio west. At its biennial congress in October 1956 league mem- 
bers again unanimously endorsed a resolution urging that Congress authorize and 
construct a high Federal dam at the Hells Canyon site on the Snake River with 


all the resulting benefits of low cost power, flood control and phosphate fertilizer 
development. . 


WALLACE J. CAMPBELL, 
Cooperative League of U.S.A 


The hearing will come to order. 
Mr. Fernald. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF GORDON FERNALD, CHIEF, PLANNING 
BRANCH, ENGINEERING DIVISION, NORTH PACIFIC DIVISION, 
UNITED STATES CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Senator Watkins has some questions. 

Senator Warkins. Mr. Chairman, I did not hear the testimony of 
Mr, Fernald when he testified earlier, so I may be covering some of 
the same ground that was covered in his testimony. 

However, I have some questions that I hope if the answers are not 
in the record, I would like to be sure they get there. So I would like 
to ask these questions. 

89648—57——15 . 219 
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Mr. Fernald, Hells Canyon is one of the storage structures recom- 
mended in the so-called main control plan of the Corps of Engineers; 
is it not? , 

Mr. Fernawp. It was included in the main control plan recom- 
mended in House Document 531 by the Corps of Engineers; yes, sir. 

Senator Warxins. Were the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs sites 
or programs included at that time? 

Mr. Frernaup. They were not included at that time. They were 
included later, or recommended for inclusion in the main control 
plan at a later date in the report published as Senate Document 51, 
84th Congress. 

Senator Warktns. There was nothing fixed or final about the units 
listed in the so-called main control plan, was there ? 

Mr. Frernarp. The main control plan was recommended as a set 
of projects recognizing, however, that the plan was flexible and sub- 
ject to change. 

Senator Watkins. How far did you go with the investigations be- 
fore the recommendation of that control plan ? 

Mr. Fernaup. Very comprehensive studies were made over a period 
of several years prior to completion of the report in 1948. 

The initial studies were actually started before the war, although 
progress was made prior to and during the war. 

Senator Warxins. That is the Second World War? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warxrns. Did you go into it in the nature of reconnais- 
sance only, or did you actually survey sites and check on dam founda- 
tions and a number of other things that go into a program ordinarily 
before you finally got around to approval? 

Mr. Fernatp. The Corps of Engineers procedure in a report of 
that nature, Mr. Senator, is to initially cover the area in reconnais- 
sance scope to locate the problems and the project potentials and 
make preliminary analysis of their economic possibilities and then 
to continue with detailed studies only on those projects which have 
the greater prospect. 

Projects which are recommended for construction in a survey report 
include foundation exploration. 

Normally the other projects are not so treated in the interest of 
conserving funds. 

Senator Watkins. The Army Engineers as an organization are 
largely devoted to the building of dams for flood control and for 
power; is that not correct? That is as originally conceived. 

I think they have done a little encroaching. 

Mr. Fernaup. The Corps of Engineers was originally assigned 
river and harbor work, I believe, Mr. Senator. Since that time flood 
control has been added to the responsibilities of the Department and 
with the increasing attention to water-resources development the 
Corps of Engineers’ investigations have encompassed full comprehen- 
sive studies of all water uses in their surveys. 

Senator Watkins. Now, this main control plan; is that the one you 
call 308 ? 

Mr. Frrnaup. The main control plan was a unit of development 
in the comprehensive plan of development for the Columbia River 
Basin which was contained in House Document 531 and House Docu- 
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ment 531 is actually a review of a 308-type report on the Columbia 
River Basin. 

Senator Warkrns. It was another look at it? 

Mr. Frernawp. Yes, the original report was prepared several years 
earlier. 

Senator Watkins. Now, in making up the list of recommended 
projects that was done subject to change in the light of the other 
surveys and new information, was it not? 

Mr. Fernatp. It was recognized, Senator, that changed conditions 
might require changes in the projects as proposed. 

Actually the plan was quite a large plan and would take some time 
to develop. The individual elements were suggested, proposed, and 
outside of one project, Glacier View project on the Flathead River 
in Montana, they were all recommended for construction. 

Senator Watkins. Was Nez Perce recommended, too? 

Mr. Fernawp. No, sir; the Nez Perce project was one of those in- 
vestigated in a preliminary fashion and found impracticable for 
recommendation at that time. 

Senator Watkins. That is still the view of the Army engineers? 

Mr. Fernaxp. That is still the view of the Army engineers as of 
the latest investigation of that site which was made in connection with 
Senate Document 51. 

Senator Watkins. Now, do you have any other reviews of the 
1948 flood-conitrol plan at this moment? 

Mr. Fernatp. I am sorry, I do not understand your question, Mr. 
Senator. 

Senator Warkrns. Is there a review of the 1948 flood control plan 
going forward at the present time? 

Mr. Fernarp. Yes, sir; there is now authorized a further review 
of the Columbia River Basin and we are making a new comprehensive 
study of the Columbia River Basin and will attempt to reconstitute 
the main control plan in the light of present conditions and report 
on the situation as of today. 

Senator Warxrns. Of course, the reason you are doing that is 
because there is always a possibility that something has been over- 
looked or developments recommend changes; is that right? 

Mr. Fernawp. Yes, sir. It is a recognition of changed conditions. 

Senator Warkrns. In your main control plan did you take. the 
position that all of these projects that you recommended had to be 
constructed by Federal Government, or did you take any stand as to 
who was to do the construction of these projects, or did you merely 
try to determine the ones that were feasible or infeasible or desirable 
or not? 

Mr. Fernarp. I do not remember the exact wording of the final 
report, Mr. Senator, but normally it merely recommends construction 
of certain projects without designating who shall construct them. 

Senator Warkins. That was the theory you were working on them 
at that time? You wanted to see what should be done to the river? 
_ Mr. Fernarp. Our primary function is to present a plan for the 
information of Congress without specifying who should construct 
them. It is up to the will of Congress. 

_ Senator Warkrns. It is a matter for Congress to determine whether 
it should be done under private or public auspices? 





222 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir. Our reports are prepared as directed by 
Congress and we submit our recommendations to the Congress.. 

Senator Warxrins. Of course, the report itself probably may not 
make any specific statements in answer to the question I have just 
asked. ‘That is the reason I have asked you that because the report 
may be silent on that. 

I just wanted to know what the thinking was at the moment. 

Mr. Fernawp. Yes,sir. Iam sorry I do not recall the exact wording 
of the recommendation. 

Senator Warxins. You were active in the working out of that 
plan, were you not ? 

Mr. Frernaxp. Yes, sir. 


Senator Warxins. How long have you been connected with the - 


Army Engineers ? 

Mr. Frrnanp. I started to work in a drafting capacity in 1934. I 
have been in this planning work for the last 10 years. 

Senator Warsins. Are you a civilian connected with the Army 
Corps? 

Mr. Frernanp. Yes, sir; I am a civilian. 

Senator Warxins. You have not held rank in the Army ? 

Mr. Frrnatp. No, sir. 

Senator Warxrns. When you get through this survey report you 
will probably have a new master control plan, will you not! 

Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir; we will submit to the Congress a plan of 
development for the Columbia River Basin based on the present 
conditions and requirements of the basin. 

Senator Warkins. In your judgment, will you have different 
storage projects listed on it as compared to what you offered in 1948? 

Mr. Fernatp. Undoubtedly, sir, because some of the projects rec- 
ommended in House Document 531 have since had to be modified or 
are no longer available for development. 

Senator Warxins. If this committee requested that the study be 
accelerated so that the result of this up-to-date flood control survey 
can be made available for use in the consideration of this legislation, 
do you think you could have at least some rough estimates of your 
new results before next October ? 

Mr. Frrnaxp. Our presently. scheduled completion date is October 
1957. Weare working toward that completion date. 

Some additional time might be required if additional areas of 
investigation are added. We will make every effort to have informa- 
tion available in a preliminary fashion by that time certainly. 

Senator Warxins. Could you get enough information for us to 
act intelligently on a program prior to that date? 

Mr. Frernatp. That would be difficult to say, Mr. Senator. I am 
sure every effort will be made to furnish preliminary information. 

The report would not be completed in a formal fashion for proc- 
essing through the other departments of the government and to the 
governors as is required by law. 

However, it is possible that the information could be made available 
directly to Congress before the review is completed. 

Senator Warxins. What you in effect have said, by reason of the 
fact you are now making this new survey and in the light of changed 
conditions and all that, you will likely have quite a different plan 
than you submitted originally ? 
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Mr. Fernatp. Necessarily so; yes, sir. The project situation has 
changed to the point where it will be necessary to find additional 
storage not recommended at the time of House Document 531. 

Senator Warxrns. In your 1948 main control flood, how much 
flood control storage was recommended for the Snake River drainage 
basin, including both the Salmon and Clearwater tributaries? 

Mr. Frrnatp. Sir, the House Document 531 established this main 
control plan which we have discussed and included a number of proj- 
ects throughout the basin which established a pattern of develop- 
ment and which provided for flood control to the degree of MRE AG 
the 1894 flood to 800,000 cubic feet per second at The Dallas an 
lesser floods to a lower stage. 
~ Included in that plan of development were projects in the Snake 
River Basin. There were no projects recommended in the Clear-. 
water or Salmon River Basins at that time. 

In the Snake River basin above the mouth of the Salmon, we in- 
cluded the Hells Canyon project on the Snake River which provided 
usable storage of 3,280,000 acre-feet, and also included were projects 
previously recommended such as the Palisades project of the Bureau 
of Reclamation on the upper Snake. The main control plan also 
included the Anderson Ranch, Arrow Rock and Lucky Peak projects 
on the Boise, then completed or under construction. 

It included the Cascade project on the Payette River, which had 
been completed by the Bureau of Reclamation previously and the Gar- 
den Valley project, then recommended by the Bureau of Reclamation, 
also on the Payette River. 

All of those projects were in the Snake River area above the mouth 
of the Salmon. 

The total storage I will have to add up. I can insert in for the 
record, if you prefer. The total amount of storage is 7,380,000 acre 
feet. 

Senator DworsHax. Senator Watkins, would you yield for one 
question on that? 

Senator Warxkrns. Yes. 

Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Fernald, why did you omit the Clearwater 
River watershed in that report to which you refer? 

Mr. Frrnarp. The studies of the Clearwater basin, Senator Dwor- 
shak, included studies of the Kooskia project for flood control in the 
Clearwater Basin. 

However, that project was not feasible of attainment and it was 
left for possible later development as were other projects not practi- 

cable for recommendation at that time. 

Senator DworsHax. The Kooskia project was upstream from the 
confluence of the North Fork of the main Clearwater? 

Mr. Frernaxp. That is correct. 

Senator DworsHak. So Kooskia could not have controlled the 
waters in any way of the north fork? 

“Mr. Fernanp. No, sir. 

Senator Nrupercer. Is there a great difference between the pro- 
posed site of the Kooskia project and the proposed site of the Penny 
Cliffs project ? 

Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir; the Kooskia site was located on the Clear- 
ong approximately half way between the middle fork and the north 

ork, 
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Senator Neupercer. It is downstream from the proposed Penny 
Cliffs project ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. The Penny Cliffs project is actually on the 
middle fork? 

Mr. Frernaxp. It is on the middle fork. 

Senator Neusercer. Below the confluence of the Selway and Lochsa ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes. 

Senator DworsHAk. The Kooskia would also control the waters of 
the south fork ? 

Mr. Frernarp. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Warxkrns. The pr oject on the Clearwater was recommended 
was it not? 

Mr. Frrnatp. There was no project recommended on the Clear- 
water in House Document 531. 

In a later investigation, requested by Congress, a report submitted 
in 1955 and published as Senate Document 51, the Bruces Eddy and 
Penny Cliffs projects on the Clearwater River were recommended. 

Senator Watkins. I was thinking of Bruces Eddy. 

Mr. Frernavp. Yes, sir; they were recommended in a subsequent 
report. 

Senator Warns. Have the Army engineers determined despite 
any objections that they should be built ? 

Mr. Fernanp. I presume you are referring to the objections due 
to——~ 

Senator Anprrson. The conservationists have not quit on the 
Bruces Eddy. I have gotten more mail on that than on the Near East 
relief. 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes, sir; there are objections by the conservation- 
ists to both of those developments. 

Senator Warxrns. You considered their objections in arriving at 
your recommendations, did you not? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes. ' 

Senator Warxins. In spite of their objections, you have recom- 
mended it? 

‘Mr. Frernatp. We have recommended the project for .construc- 
tion with remedial measures as are found necessary at the time of 
construction. 

Senator Warxrns. Of course, the objections I understand are be- 
cause of the obstructions it would be to fish going up the stream for 
spawning purposes. Is that the main objection ? 

Mr. Frernaxp. That is one objection to both projects. 

The other is the interference with elk feeding grounds in the upper 
reaches of the reservoir area. 

Senator DworsHak. Will you yield for one question at that point? 

Senator Warxrns.. Yes, go ahead. 

Senator Dworsnax. Mr. Fernald, I know that your -responsibili- 
ties relate to the engineering aspects of these dams, but if you have 
any knowledge of fish migration upstream in the Snake and its trib- 
utaries, then you do know, or you have read reports that there are 
more salmon and steelheads going up the Snake River than the Clear- 
water River. 

Mr. Fernatp. That is correct, sir. 
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Senator Warkrins. In ‘other words, the conservationists have not 
been quite consistent in leaving off their opposition as far as the dams 
in the Hells Canyon region were concerned. 

To put it another way; they should be opposing the construction of 
new dams in the Hells Canyon region ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. I might answer that by saying that provisions for 
the passage of fish are required in all projects in the Snake River 
Basin as well as elsewhere. 

Senator Watkins. Could it not be taken care of over on the Clear- 
water in the same way ? 

Mr. Fernatp. We had hoped that provisions could be provided 
similarly ; yes, sir. 

Senator Warkins. Has any situation developed by reason of man’s 
action in building dams which has changed somewhat the natural 
situation on the Clearwater with respect to the migration of salmon 
into the spawning areas / 

Mr. Frernarp. I suppose you are referring to the earlier develop- 
ment on the Clearwater River. I believe it is fair to point out that 
the fish problem on the Clearwater River is one of preserving the 
area for possible future development in the interest of fish. 

Senator Watkins. In other words, if you are talking about the 
future, is there any great migration now of fish up that stream ? 

Mr. Fernatp. No, sir. The Clearwater River at one time was a 
very active spawning ground for the anadromous fish. Several years 
ago a project was constructed near Lewiston which was a dam with- 
out adequate fish facilities and effectively blocked the anadromous 
fish for a good many years up the Clearwater. 

As a result, the salmon population in the Clearwater River has 
been and is today very small. 

The objections to the Bruces Eddy and Penny Cliffs projects are 
with reference to the plans by the fishery interests to reestablish those 
runs. Efforts are being made at the present time to reestablish those 
runs. 

However, the runs are not there at the present time. 

Senator Warktns. Is that by reason of some artificial obstruction, 
or is it by reason of the changed habits of the fish 2 

Mr. Fernaup. No, sir; they have provided additional fish pas- 
sage facilities at this dam at Lewiston which will permit the passage 
of anadromous fish more successfully at this time. 

Then they are also undertaking some planting operations. 

Senator Warkins. Where would the planting take place? 

Mr. Fernavp. In the Clearwater Basin. They take fish from other 
parts of the area and plant the small fry in the Clearwater. 

Those fish then grow and return in their adult life for spawning 
in the area from which they came. 

Senator Watkins. Then they revive again the situation which ex- 
isted earlier ? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warxrns. And the fish have the instincts to go back up 
that stream ? 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Fernald, what is being done on the 


Snake River to conserve fish migrations upstream to tributaries 


like the Weiser and other places where the spawning takes place? 
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Mr. Frrnatp. Well, sir, the fishery on the Snake River above the 
Salmon River now, of course, is being blocked by the projects of the 
Idaho Power Co. and possibly would be blocked further by the pro- 
jects of Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley of the Pacific Northwest 
Power Co. 

I believe the plans now contemplated by the fisheries’ interests will 
involve catchment of the fish at the lower end of the reach and truck- 
ing those fish upstream to deposit them above the Brownlee site 
which will allow them to proceed on up to their spawning grounds 
in the Snake River below Swan Falls and in the other tributaries of 
the Weiser and so on to the extent that fish are using those streams. 

Senator Dworsuak. If a high Hells Canyon Dam or high Pleasant 
Valley Dam were constructed, what could be done to improve the fish 
migration ? ; 

Mr. Fernarp. The plans for the high Hells Canyon Dam of the 
Bureau of Reclamation, which is the project under consideration here, 
do not include any specific facilities for the handling of fish. 

Senator DworsHak. None whatsoever ? 

Mr. Frrnaup. Specific facilities were not included; no, sir. They 
include in their project description the proposal that adequate fish 
facilities will be provided at the time the project is constructed. 

So I am not aware of exactly the method that would be utilized in 
the case of a high Hells Canyon Dam. 


Senator DworsHaxk. You cannot interpret what adequate means - 


or how it would be accomplished ? 

Mr. Fernap. No, sir. 

_ Senator Warxins. That makes me very curious. I will reveal my 
ignorance now. 

You say they are going to truck them above Brownlee and put 
them back in the stream. How do they get them down again? Are 
they going to have to pick them up and truck them down again to 
get them back in the lower stream ? 

Mr. Frrnaxp. No, sir; that is another problem in handling fish 
over dams, the problem of taking small fish downstream past the 
dams. 

There are a number of methods which have been developed in recent 
years for the passage of fish. One method is being considered in 
connection with developments on the Cowlitz River in Washington, 
which is a skimming process, take the top layer of water off the 
reservoir and allowing that water to pass either through the dam or 
into a trap to catch the fingerlings. 

It is my understanding that the fish interests have requested that 
such facilities be provided at the dams on the Snake River, including 
Brownlee now under construction. 

Senator Watkins. You understand, do you not, that the Federal 
Power Commission ordered, as a part of its condition for the granting 
of the license to the Idaho Power Co., that they construct certain 
‘facilities for taking care of that fish problem? 

Mr. Fernarp. That is right. That is a requirement of the license. 

Senator AnDerson. Did they put in specific plans or did they say 
adequate plans? 

Mr. Fernatp. They said adequate. 

Senator Anprerson. The same as with high Hells Canyon? 


i 
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Mr. Fernatp, I believe the license requires them to provide such 
fish passage facilities as may be required by the fishery interests, 
probably specified by the Idaho Fish and Game Commission and/or 
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. I am not acquainted 
with the exact language. 

Senator ANperson. But there were not any specific plans put in? 

Mr. Fernatp. No, sir. 

Senator Watkins. If they made it subject to requirements of certain 
organizations, then that would be getting down about as fine as you 
could preliminary to construction. 

Senator Anperson. The only point I was making was that Senator 
Dworshak questioned the term “adequate.” TI believe that happens 
to be the way in almost every project in the United States. It is not: 
unusual for the high Hells Canyon Dam 

Senator Dworsuak. I did not impl ‘annie about that except it 
occurred to me whether we build a high dam at Hells Canyon or 
Pleasant Valley—and I know some plans. have been made to encourage 
fish migration with low head dam3—but it just occurred to me that 
fisheries are much more of a problem onthe main Snake River and 
its tributaries upstream from Hells Canyon than are the fisheries 
a problem on the Clearwater River. That is the only point. 

I was not questioning what “adequate” meant. 

Senator Watkins. 1 wonder if the witness has any figures to illus- 
trate how large or how small the fish run is on the Clearwater at the 
present time ? 

Mr. Frernaxp. I have some preliminary figures on fish. In 1955 my 
understanding is that the final count at the Lewiston Dam on the 
Clearwater River of salmon was 14 salmon. That would be possibly 
better stated as something less than 20. It is either 14 or 18. 

Senator DworsHak. What kind of adding machines did you use to 
compute that total ? 

Mr. Frernatp. The problem involves the count of the fish and the 
subdivision that the fishery interests make in splitting between the 
calendar year and the—not the fiscal year but the fish-run year, Mr. 
Senator. It is a little complicated how they split it up. 
oy gaa Watkins. Over what period of time did this count take 

ace 
. Mr. Frrnawp. This was for one full year of count. 

Senator Warxins. You do not mean they only had 20 fish in a year 
go up there? 

Mr. Frernap. Yes, that was for 1955. That was for salmon, sir. 
For steelhead, which is also an anadromous fish, they had 14,000 fish © 
in 1955. 

Senator Warxins. The steelheads do not run back to the ocean at 
all, do they ? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes; they are an anadromous fish similar to the sal- 
mon. They migrate upstream to spawn and frequently pass on down- 
stream again as adults and return a second time to spawn. In the case 
of the salmon they only come upstream once. They spawn and die. 

Senator Wartxrns. I have already asked you, Mr. Fernald, about 
the 1948 main control plan. How much flood storage was recom- 
mended for the Snake River drainage basin, including both the Salmon 
and Clearwater tributaries ? 
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Mr. Fernap. I do not believe I answered the question completely. 
Senator Watkins. All right. I want to be sure we get a complete © 
- answer. 

Senator ANpErson. He has some figures wr itten down. 

Mr. Fernawp. The total storage made available for flood control by 
those projects I listed in the Snake River above the mouth of the 
Salmon amounted to 7,380,000 acre-feet. 

Of that amount, 4,490,000 acre-feet of storage was used for control 
of the 1894 flood. In other wor ds, not all of the storage available was 
utilized. 

Senator Watkins. Now the 1894 flood—let me ask you a question 
about that. What percentage of the floodwaters was contributed by 
the Snake River, including its tributaries down to the point where it 
joined with the Columbia? 

Mr. Fernarp. The 1948 flood 

Senator Watkins. This is 1894, is it not? 

Mr. FerNaup. Iam sorry, you asked about the 1948 flood / 

Senator Watkins. Well, [ am going to ask about that, too, but the 
1894 first. That is the famous flood year, I understand, that they refer 
to frequently. 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes. The 1894 flood then. Of the volume of water 
passing The Dalles during the period when the flows were above 800,000 
cubic feet per second at The Dalles, 9 percent of the total volume passed 
the Oxbow site on the Snake River. 

Senator Watkins. Nine percent at the Oxbow site? 

Mr. Fernap. Yes. 

Senator Warxins. That is well above the confluence of the Salmon 
and the Clearwater stream with the Snake? 

Mr. Fernaxp. That is the location of a gage, Mr. Senator, some miles 
upstream from the Salmon River but there are no major tributaries 
between there and the Hells Canyon site. 

Senator Watkins. That would be percent? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes. 

Senator Warkins. What about the rest of the tributaries ? 

Mr. Fernartp. The Salmon River at White Bird, the volume was 
7.7 percent. 

Senator Warkins. Where is that? 

Mr. Fernarp. White Bird is a gaging station on the lower reaches 
of the Salmon River. The only gage available. 

The Clearwater River at Spalding, another gaging station at the 
lower reaches of the Clearwater Basin, 1 percent of the volume 
passed that gage. 

For the Snake River at Clarkston, shidh i is downstream from both 
the Salmon and the Clearwater and is the lowest gage on the Snake 
River itself, the total volume was 26.4 percent. . 
' Senator WatTkrns. There must have been some water below the 
Salmon and the Clearwater ? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes; there are other tributaries. 

Senator Warkins. So that you have on the Clearwater about 7 
and on the Salmon about 7 percent ? 

Mr. Fernarp. Well, about 8 percent for each of these two tributaries. 

Senator Warxtns. About 16 for the 2 and 9 percent for the Snake 
River at the Hells Canyon site or approximately so? 
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Mr. Frernaxp. Yes. 

-Senator Watkins. That was 1894. 

Mr. Fernap. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. Now, what about 1948? - 

Mr. Fernaxp. In 1948, during the period the flow at The Dalles 
was above 700,000 cubic feet per secorid (that is the controlled dis- 
charge for the main-control plan in the 1948 flood—it was a lesser 
flood), 4.9 percent of the total volume passed Oxbow; 8.4 percent 
passed White Bird on the Salmon River; 10.9 percent passed Spalding 
on the Clearwater River; and 26.3 percent passed Clarkston on the 
lower Snake River. 

Senator Warxins. Apparently the two tributaries of the Snake 
below Hells Canyon contribute most of the floodwater that comes out 
of the Snake as a whole. 

Mr. Fernarp. That was true in the 1948 flood ; yes. 

Senator Watkins. How does the Snake River high flow compare 
with the high flow on the other streams, including the Columbia itself, 
all the tributaries of the Columbia as compared with the Snake? 

Mr. Frrnautp. You mean floodwise, sir? 

Senator Warxrns. Yes; floodwise. Well, I mean the average runoff 
each year. In respect to time when does the high water come from 
the Snake, the high flow from the Snake and when does the high flow 
come in the tributaries and the main river itself? - 

Mr. Fernaxp. [ see your point. The Snake River and the Columbia 
River both have spring floods which occur in May or June of every 
year with the melting of the snow. 

The Columbia River and the Snake River generally do not peak 
at the same time, with the Snake River running off a little earlier. 

Senator Warxkrins. How much earlier? 

Mr. Fernarp. Well, it varies from a matter of a few days to weeks. 
Only in those years where they crest substantially at the same time 
do we have a major flood. 

Senator Warxrns. How often has that occurred ? 

Mr. Fernavp. That was probably poorly stated. 

Only when we have a major flood on the Columbia River and major 
flood on the Snake River occurring simultaneously do we have a major 
flood on the lower river. We have had major floods in 1894, 1948, 
and 1956. 

Senator Warkins. Do you have any figures on the 1956 flood? 

Mr. Frernawp. Yes. 

Senator Warxktins. For the same points you already mentioned on 
the Clearwater, the Salmon, and the Snake at Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Fernarp. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. I wish you would put those in the record at 
this point. ; 

Mr. Fernaup. We have some preliminary figures here. The Snake 
River at Oxbow contributed about 7 percent of the volume of the flood 
crest at The Dalles. 

The Salmon River at White Bird was about 12 percent. 

The Clearwater River at Spalding was 11 percent. 

I do not have a figure for the Snake River at Clarkston for the 
1956 flood with me, sir. 

Senator Warkins. We were going on with a question and I was 
interrupted. 
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Do you remember the trend? I do not remember whether you had 
finished or not when I interrupted you. 

Mr. Frernaxp. I believe you were speaking of frequency of floods. 

Senator Watkins. That is right. I wanted to check the runoffs to 
see how they occurred with reference to the various streams. I 
wanted the comparison. When I say “various streams,” I am talking 
about the tributaries of the main Columbia itself. 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes; you were speaking of the frequency when major 
floods occur on the lower Columbia River as a result of the coincident 
runoff of major flows from both the Columbia and the Snake. 

As a criterion, the 1894 flood which had a discharge of 1,240,000 
second-feet at The Dalles and was the maximum of record 

Senator Warxrns. Is that the largest one of record? 

Mr. Frernaxp. Yes; that is the maximum flood of record on the Co- 
lumbia—that has a frequency, based on the floods of record, of once 
in about 135 years. 

The 1948 flood, which had a discharge of 1,010,000 cubic feet per 
second at The Dalles has a frequency of about once in 25 to 30 years. 

The 1956 flood, which had a discharge of 823,000 cubic feet per sec- 
ond at The Dalles has a frequency of about once in approximately 
10 years. 

The uncontrolled discharge of that 1956 flood of 940,000 has a fr e- 
quency of once in 16 years. 

I believe those frequency figures will give you an idea of the magni- 
tude of frequency of flooding of the two streams simultaneously. 





Senator Warxins. You mean 1894, 1948, 1956, and then you men- © 


. tioned the lesser floods. 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes. I have given you four frequency points there. 

Senator Watkins. That will; give us some information on the neces- 
sity for flood control, will it not? 

Mr. Fernawp. Yes. 

Senator WarTkrns. It is only rarely that the high-water flow on the 
Snake coincides with the high-water flow on the rest of the Columbia. 
Mr. Fernavp. Well, you might say it is not a usual occurrence. 

Senator Watkins. Do you Sean why that is? Can you give a 
scientific reason for ‘hat? 

Mr. Fernap. I believe it is due to the natural topographic condi- 
tions of the area, sir. The upper Columbia River Basin, which drains 
the Rocky Mountains and the State of Montana and the Canadian 
Rockies of Canada, is up higher and _a considerable distance upstream 
as against the mountainous areas and snow-beari ing areas of the upper 
Snake River Basin which are lower in general in elevation and, of 
course, more southerly than the Canadian Rockies. 

Senator Warxrns. ‘They have a considerably warmer climate. 

Mr. Fernaxp. That is right. 

Senator Warxins. This calls for an opinion. Is it not a fact that 
the Snake River runoff usually is earlier than the runoff of the other 

Jolumbia River stream making it possible for existing flood-control 
storage and levees to handle the flood runoff of the upper r Snake River? 
You have to take that into consideration? ‘That could be taken care 
of with storage further upstream, could it not? 

Mr. Fernatp. W ell, sir, in your original question, if the Snake 
River runoff comes earlier than’ the Columbia, it normally is not suffi- 
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ciently great in magnitude to involve a major problem in the lower 
river. 

Senator Warxrns. In ordinary years it would not be a major prob- 
lem at all. 

Mr. Fernarp. That is right. /It-is just in these major years that it 
becomes a very important element of the major flood problem in the 
lower river. 

Senator Warxrns. Now, let us assume that the melting snows in the 
upper Snake streams resulting therefrom are all controlled by up- 
stream storage dams, practically the entire flow. How would that 
affect the situation ? 

Mr. Frernaxp. If it were all controlled, of course, then floods from 
the Snake River Basin would be negligible. 

Senator Warxrns. If water does not get by Milner Dam, and some 
witness testified it is only rarely that water flows by Milner Dam, it 
is practically dry all the time, if that occurs and it is made almost a 
permanent situation by reason of the storage upstream and use up- 
stream, then there would not be any flood-control situation on the 
Snake at all, would there? That is on the Snake above Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Fernaup. The Snake above Hells Canyon picks up a little more 
drainage area than the Snake at Milner. So there are contributing 
streams in between there. 

Senator Watkins. There are two smaller streams. 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes. There are the Weiser River, the Boise River, 
and Payette River on the right side and on the other or Oregon side. 
there are the Powder River, the Malheur River, and the Burnt River. 

Senator Warxtins. That is above Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes; and below Milner. 

_ Senator Warxrins. How much storage would be required to take 
care of the crest of the flood on those streams? 

Mr. Fernaup. Well, sir, the only two that have any control at the 
present time are the Boise River, which is controlled now by three 
projects, and- 

Senator Warkrys. That is practically 100 percent controlled. 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes, and the Payette River which has one irrigation 
project which is being utilized for flood control, and the Garden Valley 

roject- 
i Banstor Watkins. Do you nave any flooding now from the Payette 
with that reservoir in operation ? . 

Mr. Frernaup. Yes. We have some flooding in the Payette River 
since it is only controlled very partially. The Garden Valley project, 
which I mentioned, would be located on the Payette. 

Senator Warkins. You say “would be.” 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes; would provide substantial control for the Pay- 
ette River if constructed. 

Senator Watkins. That is in contemplation, is it not, that is one 
of the possibilities of stream development? 

Mr. Fernap. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. What other streams have you left that are not 
controlled that could be controlled that run into the Snake River above 
Hells Canyon ? 

Mr, Frrnaxp. The other streams I listed are not controlled by any 
flood storage at the present time. The streams are either infrequent 
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flooders or else the damage due to those streams is so small that we 
have not as yet been able to find flood-control storage that is justified 
for recommendation. That is true on those streams which have been 
investigated, and includes the Weiser River and the Malheur, I be- 
lieve, the only two that have been actively studied. We have in prog- 
ress at the present time a comprehensive review report covering the 
upper Snake River Basin which will include those streams. 
senator WarTxins. That report is now underway ? 

Mr. Frrnatp. That study is now underway. 

Senator Wartsrns. I want to ask you about this a little later, but I 
want to ask you some further questions about the streams that come 
below Milner. 

Mr. Frernarp. Those streams will be covered in a separate report 
now being prepared. 

Additional efforts are now being made to find storages wherever 
possible on these and other streams in the upper Snake River Basin. 

Senator Warkrns. Let me ask you this question. Would the Idaho 
Power Co. storage program with the three dams be able to take care 
of the floodwaters from these streams that come into the Snake below 
Milner Dam? I am asking for your opinion. If you have figures 
on it, it would be interesting to get them. I do not know the answers 
to these questions but I certainly do want to know. 

Mr. Fernap. The flood-routing studies made for House Document 
531, of course, included the projects which I mentioned in the upper 
Snake River, the Palisades, the Boise project, and the Payette project. 
With those projects plus the irrigation depletions which were assumed 
for the future at that time, there was still in the 1894 flood hydrograph 
storable water in the magnitude of 2,600,000 acre-feet which was 
stored at the Hells Canyon project. 

Senator Watkins. You say which was stored? 

Mr. Frernatp. Which was stored in our flood studies. 

Senator ANDERSON. You mean in your supposition. In other words, 
there would have been floods if they had not been? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes. The Brownlee project of the Idaho Power Co. 
provides a million acre-feet of storage which is less than was stored 
at Hells Canyon. We have not completed our studies of the control 
plan as it may now be constituted, including the Brownlee project, 


and therefore I cannot answer your question exactly, Mr. Senator, but 


that is the purpose of our present review study, to determine the ade- 
quacy of the flood-control storage in all of the tributaries. 

Senator Watkins. I understand this is the same program you are 
working on that you expect to report on some time by October of 
this year? 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes. 

Senator Wark«rns. In the course of that study, are you taking into 
account depletion in the flow of the Snake above Hells Canyon? 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator Warxrns. Not only from direct flow but from underground 
storage ? 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes. The subcommittee of the CBIAC, the Colum- 
bia Basin Interagency Committee, which ts made up of the Federal 
agencies plus the governors of the States of the Pacific Northwest, 
this subcommittee has just completed a new depletion study for 
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the Columbia River Basin for the utilization by all agencies and 
more specifically for use in our comprehensive review report. This 
study provides for future estimates of depletion in all the streams, 
including the upper Snake River, and these depleted flow figures will 
be utilized in our study which we are now conducting. 

Senator Watkins. How do you estimate the depletions from under- 
ground storage for the future? 

Mr. Fernavp. In general, sir, the estimates are made starting with 
the estimate of the possible future irrigated areas, which will be irri- 
gated in addition to those areas which are now irrigated, applying the 
amount of water which would be required to irrigate those areas. 
And with that diversion for irrigation as a minus quantity plus the 
return flows, the revised or depleted flows are computed. 

In other words, we start with an estimate of future irrigated areas. 

Senator Watkins. At what point on the Snake do you check for 
the return flow? You mean by return, the amount of water that is 
not used by the plants, which is not evaporated but percolates through 
the soil and gets back into the river channel ? 

Mr. Frrnap. That is right. The studies are made covering sec- 
tions of the river, and I am not familiar with exactly what sections 
were studied for this depletion investigation. 

Senator Watkins. You do not do this yourself? 

Mr. Frernavp. No, sir. 

Senator WaTKIns. You have fieldmen that do it? 

Mr. Frernavp. The diversions were figured at the points ef probable 
diversion and the return flows at the points of probable return flows, 
taking several general areas rather than specific points. 

Senator Watkins. When you say “points of diversion,” you are now 
talking of diversion from direct flow? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes. 

Senator Watkins. From the river itself? 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes. 

Senator Warkins. And its tributaries? 

- Mr. Fernaup. That is correct. 

Senator Warxins. And now the underground storage, how do you 
estimate the possibility of future depletion ? 

Mr. Fernatp. Some pump irrigation, I believe, was included in 
this depletion study, the extent of which I am not familiar with. 
However, to explain how it can be taken into account, the under- 
ground flows of the Snake River Basin essentially return to the Snake 
River at an area known as Thousand Springs, which is just down- 
stream from Milner. The Thousand Springs is the underground flow 
return to the Snake and constitutes, as was mentioned yesterday, the 
new river starting below Milner. 

Senator Watkins. How long back do you have records on that 


- flow ? 


Mr. Fernaxp. I am sorry, I do not know how far back the records 
went. 

Senator Watkins. I was interested to know how it had increased by 
use of irrigation water or whether it was there prior to use of irriga- 
tion water. 

Mr. Frernaxp. They have records there for a good many years, sir. 

Senator Watkins. Prior to irrigation of lands in the upper Snake 
Valley ? 
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Mr. Frrnaup. Probably not prior to all irrigation, but prior to 
poeta irrigation and the time when water became difficult to 
obtain. 

Senator Warxins. I was wondering if the Thousand Springs were 
there prior to any irrigation. 

Mr. Frernavp. I believe they probably were, sir. I think that is 
probably a condition that has existed for thousands of years since it 
was established by the outcropping of the nonpervious lava flows under 
the Snake River plain which catches the water from the Snake River 
plain area and necessarily releases it at the Thousand Springs area. 

Senator Warxrns. You think that is the stream that is now being 
tapped by the underground storage depletion? You can tell, of 
course, by whether the stream holds up or whether it gets smaller as 
the use of underground waters progress. 

Mr. Frernaup. Yes. The use of underground water, as I was ex- 
plaining, has been recognized and determined to an extent in our 
depletion studies. The overall future of underground water supplies 
in the Snake River is one of the items of this upper Snake River in- 
vestigation which we are now conducting. 

Senator Warkins. May I ask you a question there? Has there 
ever been that kind of study made before, a real thorough study of 
it made before, according to your recollection ? 

Mr. Frernavp. I am not aware of a completely compresensive study 
in the upper Snake River before. However, the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion has been studying the area for a good many years and the Geolog- 
ical Survey has been studying the underground water situation for a 
good many years. A complete report involving all of these factors, 
I do not believe, has been produced before. 

Senator Warxrns. Of course, it would be a great help in determin- 
ing whether or not there is any real cause for alarm by the upper 
Snake water users and people of Idaho respecting the future develop- 
ment and use of their lands, not only the use of their lands but increase 
of water in industry and for municipalities. 

Mr. Fernaup. This comprehensive study of the upper Snake, which 
we are making and making in coordination with the Bureau of Recla- 
mation will treat those subjects both for water supply, irrigation, it 
will cover power and all the water use of the upper Snake River. 

Senator Warxins. Prior to this investigation, much of what has 
been given out before has been largely a matter of guess, has it not?’ 
It has not been based on any real honest-to-goodness, thorough study ? 

Mr. Fernavp. Well, sir, I would not say it was entirely a matter 
of guess. The studies have been made at specific points and of spe- 
' cific requirements in connection with all of the projects that have been 
proposed in the past. : 

As a matter of fact, House Document 531 actually included esti- 
mates of certain depletions which were made by the Corps of Engi- 
neers in collaboration with the Bureau of Reclamation in 1948. 

Senator Watkins, Let me ask you this question with respect to the 
study of needs for water upstream for possible future uses if the peo- 
ple are given free hand to take whatever water they can put to bene- 
ficial consumptive use up there. 

In making a study of that kind, did you take into consideration the 
possibilities that history would repeat itself in that area as it has in 
many others where lands that would be considered worthless today, in 
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years to come might become very valuable if they had water for it, 
and land, the need for which would justify rather heavy expenditures 
per acre to get water on it? . 

Was that all taken into consideration ? 

Mr. FerNaup. No doubt there are areas up there that would be very 
valuable if water supplies could be furnished. These additional water 
supplies, however, must be located and with the determination of the 
cost of supplying that water it will be possible to determine the pros- 
pects of future development. 

Senator Watkins. You know what has happened in the Colorado, 
for instance; we ¢an justify now much higher expenditure for water 
than we could a number of years ago. 

Mr..FERNALD. Yes, sir. ; 

Senator Warkins. At one stage I recall very definitely that engi- 
neers and the Bureau engineers considered the situation in Utah such 
that Utah never would be able to use a substantial portion of the water 
allotted to it under the Colorado River compact? 

Mr. Fernawp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warxkins. Now, those same engineers came back 10 years 

later and figured then that we could work out a feasible project. 

What was infeasible 10 years earlier became feasible. That is what 
lam trying to get at, if you have all that in mind with respect to what 
I think is a lot of outdoors in Idaho that is not under cultivation. 

I got a good view of it as I flew over it in a plane at low altitude, 
as I did last fall. 

It seems to me there is a lot of country up there. As population 
inereases and land goes up in value, not only for irrigation, but for 
industries and municipalities, future expenditures and uses of water 
can be justified that cannot possibly be justified now under any meth- 
ods that we have for computing what will be done in the future, what 
will be the needs in the future. 

Mr, Fernawp. Yes, sir. 

I would like to say for the record that I am not an irrigation expert. 
The responsibility for irrigation and reclamation rests with the Bu- 
reau of Reclamation. 

Senator Warxins. Do you have those people working with you and 
your staff ? 

Mr. Frernap. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warkrins. It is a joint operation ? 

Mr. Fernavp. It is a joint operation. 

Senator Warxrins. I am very glad to hear that. They are experts 
in that field. I hope they will raise their sights a little higher and 
see a little further than they did in the Utah situation and many 
others that I know of. 

Mr. Frernatp. We have every hope that our report will provide 
adequately for the future. 

Senator Warkrns. I am not criticizing them any more than I have 
criticized a lot of other people in connection with our failure to have 
the foresight we should have on our water-development program, 
because we now find all over the United States we have been missing 
a point, and a big point, in the use of our water. 

We probably will have to revise and reform our methods of use in 
many areas of the country where it was thought at one time that they 
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had a supply of water that never could be used up, that would never 
grow short or scarce. 

Mr. Frernawp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warns. Now we have a national problem, It used to be 
just out in the arid States. : 

Senator Dworsuax. Could I ask one question ? 

Senator Warxtns. Yes. 

Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Fernald, you referred to the studies of the 
Corps in the upper Snake River watershed. It is a fact that your 
major, if not your only, objective is flood control ? 

Mr. Fernaup. The Corps of Engineers is primarily responsible for 
the flood-control features of the investigation. The Bureau of Re- 
clamation is taking care of the irrigation parts of it. 

The report, however, will be comprehensive and will include all 
water uses. 

Senator Dworsuax. But you do not study the irrigation aspects of 
water resources in the upper Snake Valley ? 

Mr. Fernawp. No, sir. That is the responsibility of the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Senator DworsHak. Thank you. 

Senator Warxins. Now, the 1948 308 survey reported 2,560,000 
feet of storage on the Snake River above the Salmon? . 

Mr. Fernatp. The main control plan in House Document 531 
actually showed the utilization of 4,490,000 acre-feet of storage on 
the Snake River Basin above the Salmon. 

The figure of 2,600,000 acre-feet is the amount of water that was 
stored at Hells Canyon in 1894. 

Senator Warxins. That is the amount you would have stored if 
you had had that in operation ? 

Mr. Fernavp. In operation in that system of reservoirs throughout 
the basin; yes, sir. 

Senator Warxtns. This is a speculative question I am going to ask 
you now. 

In case the provision of the full 3,800,000 feet of storage for the high 
Hells Canyon—in this case it is not requested by the Corps of Engi- 
neers—it would not be needed to control the 1894 flood should it occur 
again? 

We are talking about the 3,800,000 now. I understand that is the 
amount that high Hells Canyon would provide for storage. At least 
that is the theoretical amount we are talking about. . 

Mr. Fernarp. I don’t quite understand your question, Senator, but 
the Bureau of Reclamation’s project for Hells Canyon did provide 
usable storage in the amount of 3,880,000 acre-feet, and that storage 
could be used for flood control if required. 

. Senator Warxkrns. The Corps of Engineers did not request any- 
thing like that? : 

Mr. Fernatp. Actually we did not use that much water in our 531 
report; no, sir. 

Senator Warkrns. It would not be needed to control the flood of 
the proportions of 1894, keeping in mind the other controls that you 
have, or will have, on the river when you get a program worked out? 

Mr. Fernarp. We did not use that amount; no, sir. We would not 
require that. 
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Senator Warxins. If the proposed high Pleasant Valley Dam be- 
low Hells Canyon area provides additional 1,600,000 acre-feet of 
storage, will not the combined flood-control storage of Brownlee and 
Pleasant Valley equal the total flood-control storage recommended 
by the Corps of Engineers in the 1948 report ? 

I mean substantially so. 

Mr. Fernaup. Those two projects would provide equivalent storage 
for use in a main control plan to that provided by the recommended 
Hells Canyon project; yes, sir. 

Senator Warxins. It would practically equal what you had re- 
quested before, or recommended ? 

Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir. The 2,600,000 is—I believe, the figure that 
the Bureau of Reclamation uses is 2,300,000, which is the lesser 
amount at Hells Canyon that results from the use of some of the 
water during the flood period for power production. 

Senator Warkins. I understand it is because of the revision in the 
figures that Mr. Riter has given in his new study. 

Mr. Fernavp. If the revised figures are incorporated, yes. 

Senator Warxrns. In other words, we never at any one time can 
get something that we get nailed down and say they cannot be changed 
once we get these reports; is that right? 

Mr. Fernavp. I don’t believe anything is ever final, sir. There is 
#0 report to end all reports. 

Senator Watkins. That is another way of saying it. The expe- 
rience I have had with reclamation over some better than 20 years 
indicates very clearly I never have found any plan that was a final 
plan. There was always some maneuver that could be made to change 
the situation to meet a need, if it was not one of those demanding 
water which did not exist, but for the storage and diverting and 
so on you can always find another plan which will probably meet 
some objection to the one they had already proposed. 

Mr. Frernavp. Yes, sir. From my testimony on Wednesday I be- 
lieve you will note, Senator, that the plan of development which is 
assumed to be taking place in the middle Snake River in lieu of Hells 
Canyon will be studied in our current investigation reports, and the 
adequacy of that storage, of course, will be determined at that time, 
und the use of that storage as a part of the main control plan as now 
set up will be analyzed, and we may have some new figures. 

I based all my answers previously on the old study of House Docu- 
ment 531. 

Senator Warxkrns. I understand that. 

_ In other words, when we get the new one that may be superseded 
10 or 15 or 20 years from now by still another plan that might be even 
«a better one ? 

Mr. Frrnaxp. It will be at least more up to date at that time. 

Senator Watkins. The suggestion has been made that the Nez Perce 
site will be used for flood-control storage, that the authorization of the 
high Pleasant Valley Dam will ruin this site. 

Is it not true that the Corps of Engineers has never recommended 
the Nez Perce site as a flood-control project in its main control plan? 

Mr. Fernaxp. That project was not recommended for construction 
by the Corps of Engineers in view of the difficulty of passing fish over 
such a high dam. . 
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Senator Warxtns. Have you changed your opinion on that from 
the time you made the report until the present time ? 

Mr. Frrnarp. The last time it was considered was for Senate Docu- 
ment 51 in 1955, and there has been no.change since that time. 

Senator ANpersoN. That project was entirely feasible from an eco- 
nomic and engineering standpoint ? 

Mr. Frernarp. Yes, sir. . 

Senator Watkins. That leads to my next question. What are the 
chief reasons for not recommending this Nez Perce site ? 

Mr. Fernarp. The chief reason was, as I mentioned, the difficulty 
and the inadequacy of the processes for passing fish over high dams. 

The Nez Perce site would be located below the Salmon River, which 
is a valuable anadromous-fish-spawning stream. _ 

Senator Warxrns. It is one of the best in the whole system ? 

Mr. Frernavp. One of the best; yes, sir. 

Methods have not as yet been developed which you can say will 
adequately pass fish over a dam of that height. 

" Senator Warxrns. It is a high dam, Nez Perce would be a high 
am ¢ 

Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir; and until such time as those facilities are 
developed the Corps of Engineers has considered it preferable not to 
recommend the Nez Perce project. 

Senator Watkins. Would you say that it would be more difficult to 
‘ solve the problems of fish passage around the high Nez Perce Dam than 
it would around the Bruces Eddy Dam, one of the sites recommended 
by the corps? . 

Mr. Frrnatp. The problems are the same, but of slightly different 
magnitude. 

Senator Warkins. The magnitude is that you do not have very 
many fish that want to go up the Clearwater; is that right? 

Mr. Fernawp. Yes, sir; the Bruces Eddy project is not as high a 
dam as Nez Perce either. 

However, the method of handling fish at both dams would probably 
be essentially the same. 

The difference between the two projects is that the Nez Perce project 
would interfere with an important established fish run, whereas the 
Bruces Eddy project is a matter of interference with a possible future 
run which is not established at the present time. 

Senator Warxrns. They seem to be getting along without the use 
of the Clearwater now, if they only have less than 20 fish up there a 
year. 

Mr. Frernarp. That was the number that year. 

Senator Neusercer. How many steelheads? 

Mr. Frernarp. About 14,000 in 1955. 

Senator Watkins. The statement is made in the Senate Interior 
Committee’s 1956 report on the Hells Canyon bill that the Hells 
Canyon storage would contribute 13 percent to the reduction of the 
1894 flood and 17 percent to the reduction of the 1948 flood. Those 
figures are obviously, in view of what you have testified to, not con- 
sistent with those figures found by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. Frernatp. I believe they were arrived at by taking the pro- 
portion of the amount of water stored in Hells Calivon as against 


the total amount of water stored by the main control plan for each 
of those floods. - 
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The project, I believe, did store in the neighborhood of 12 or 13 
percent of the total amount of water stored in the 1894 flood. That 
would be derived by the fact that the total was 21 million acre-feet 
of water stored of which Hells Canyon stored 2,600,000, and simple 
division there would indicate 

Senator Warxrns. You have no reason to change your figures, have 
you, to conform to theirs? 

Mr. Fernaup. No,sir. I was not changing my figures. I was using 
the figures that we had 

Senator Warkrns. You were trying to explain what they came up 
with ? 

Mr. Frernabp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warxins. The statement is also made in the same report, 
and I am referring to the Senate Interior report 

Senator AnpERsoN. Can you give us the page? 

Senator Warxins. I do not know the page. However, I will get 
it for you. 

The statement is also made in the same report that there are no 
fa: control substitutes for the storage of the high dam in Hells 

Canyon. Has not the Corps of Engineers actually recommended 
alternatives to this storage, that is considering recommending such 
alternatives in the review report nearing completion ? 

Mr. Fernaup. The word “alternatives” is arobekity the proper word 

rather than substitutes, Mr. Senator. We need a total of so much 
storage in order to control the 1894 flood. 

There are alternative methods of obtaining that storage. It can 
be stored in the Snake River; it can be stored in some other tributary. 
So there are alternative methods. The present investigation is di- 
rected toward finding alternative storages for the main ‘control plan 
projects which are not feasible of construction at the time. 

Senator Warkrys. Will that study also be included in the report 
that you say is scheduled for October ? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes, sir; that is the principal function of that report. 

Senator Warxrns. Thank you very much, I know I have pestered 
you with a lot of questions, but I appreciate getting the answers. I 
did not hear your testimony in brief. I am advised by someone that 
skimmed over the record that. the questions I have asked were not 
asked in your main statement, 

Senator Anperson. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. C hairman, I first would like to say that 
Mr. Fernald is a very able engineer and a very distinguished con- 
stituent of mine, and I am partic cularly pleased to have a witness from 
Portland, Oreg., before a Senate committee this week who is not 
charged with heinous crimes and all kinds of misdemeanors. 

Mr. Chairman, I realize you want to conclude these hearings as 
early as you can. All of us are pressed for time. For that reason 
I am just going to confine my questioning of Mr. Fernald and sev- 
eral statements I wish to put in the record, to just one line of testi- 
mony, which was elicited from him today and which I do not think 
was wholly fair to him, because to my knowledge Mr. Fernald is not 
a biologist and has never claimed to be a biologist. 

An effort has been made here to make the point, which I think is 
invalid, that there is a question of fisheries involved in the Hells Can- 
yon reach of the Snake River. 
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I first would like to return to the Nez Perce Dam about which Sen- 
ator Watkins asked you quite’a number of questions, Mr. Fernald. 

I believe you told him that the: Army ‘engineers had never included 
Nez Perce, despite its vast storage possibilities, in the main control 
plan, because of the migratory salmon problem involved there; is 
that correct ? On 

Mr. Frrnawp. Yes, sir; that was reserved for a later project, if ever. 

Senator Nreusrrcer. I should like the record to show, Mr. Chair- 
man, that to my knowledge no major advocate of the high dam at 
Hells Canyon has proposed that the dam at Nez Perce be built. 

Only a month and a half ago I wrote a letter to a paper in Astoria, 
Oreg., where are located more salmon canneries than any other place 
in the Northwest, stating I was definitely opposed to the construction 
of Nez Perce Dam unless and until far more conclusive processes and 
methods could be devised for passing fish over a barrier of that type. 

However, I think the record should show this, Mr. Chairman, 
because Nez Perce has been brought into this question: On May 5, 
1953, when Secretary of the Interior Douglas McKay withdrew the 
Government’s claim to the dam site at Hells Canyon, a letter was sent 
by his Department of the Interior to the Federal Power Commission, 
which included the following paragraph : 

There appears to be no reason why other projects in the basin could not be 
used with the same logic as that proposed for Hells Canyon. Of these other 
projects there is Mountain Sheep and Nez Perce on the Snake River, several 
dams on the Salmon and more on the Clearwater River. 

Senator Anperson. Will you give the date of the letter / 

Senator Neusercer. May 5, 1953. 

Now, to my knowledge, Mr. McKay and his Department of the 
Interior are the only prominent spokesmen on one side or the other 
in this arena, in public life, who have thus proposed that the Nez 
Perce Dam be built. 

I have consistently opposed it and have said that I would continue 
to oppose it unless and until some method of passing fish over a 
barrier of that magnitude were devised. . 

I want to ask Mr. Fernald this question : 

Mr. Fernald, in all your experience in the Northwest, with respect 
to the Hells Canyon Dam, have you ever heard of any conservation 
group, or biologist claim, or make the point that there was any sub- 
stantial amount of fish involved in the Hells Canyon reach of the 
Snake River? 

Mr. Fernavp. They have made the point this way, Mr. Senator: 
The projects constructed in the Hells Canyon reach of the river will 
have to have adequate fish passage facilities. Beyond that I do not 
believe the matter has been discussed. 

Certainly there are fish there and some method of handling them 
must be provided. 

Senator Nevsercer. That. is right, you are quite correct. 

But above the mouth of the Salmon and above the mouth of the 
Imnaha where Hells Canyon would be located or where the private 
company dams would be located, there never has been to my knowl- 
edge a substantial number of fish. 

Mr. Fernatp. That is my understanding, also, yes. 

Senator Neusercer. I would like to present for the record here, 


Mr. Chairman, one paragraph of a letter written to me on July 1, 
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1955, by Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson, president of the Wildlife Management 
Institute, long-time director of the Fish and Wildlife Service of the 
‘United States, and chairman of the recent 22d annual North American 
wildlife conference which was just concluded in Washington. This 
is the direct quote: 





Conservation organizations generally have never opposed the Hells Canyon 
development and have taken no part in the controversy over that area. 

The development of the Hells Canyon site will not interfere with any major 
runs of fish and will not cause any important loss of wildlife resources. I am 
sure that generally we would rather see the needs of the Northwest for power 
met by the development of Hells Canyon power than see any developments on 
either the Clearwater or the Salmon Rivers. From our standpoint, it is a choice 
between a major impairment of wildlife, fishery, and scenic values as against 
one that has no great significance in any of these fields. 

Again I come back to this question: In your work for the Corps of 
Engineers in preparing these reports, Mr. Fernald, have you ever had 
any of the fish and game commissions, the biologists and so on indicate 
that there was a major fisheries problem involved in this stretch of 
the river either for the private companies’ three dams or for the single 
high dam that would be built by the Government ? 

Mr. Fernavp. I am not aware that that statement has ever been 
made to us, Senator Neuberger. However, you must realize that we 
have not had occasion to inquire as to the need for fish-passage facili- 
ties there for some time. The matter has been explored by the private 
power companies and the Bureau of Reclamation in their more recent 
studies of the river. , 

It is true, however, that we have not had that matter called to our 
attention. 

Senator Neupercer. The reason I ask the question is I have lived 
in the Northwest all my life and I have been interested in the migra- 
tory-fish question and I have never favored a dam which in my opin- 
ion, or, more important, in the opinion of trained career biologists, 
would have a very adverse impact on migratory fish. 

I have never favored such a dam being built. I never felt that the 
fish question had ever been very relevant in the Hells Canyon reach 
of the river either as to private or Government dams. 

Mr. Fernawp. It exists and fish facilities are going to be required. 

Senator NEUBERGER. That is correct. Now, let me ask you this: 

If there is a fisheries problem involved at Hells Canyon Dam—let 
us presume there is, at the proposed Hells Canyon Dam—would not an 
identical fish problem be involved in the so-called high Pleasant 
Valley Dam? 

Mr. FERNALD. I am sure that is the case. There are no streams in 
between and the problems should be identical. 

Senator Neusercer. The only streams to which the fish return in 
substantial numbers are the Imnaha and they are below the Pleasant 
Valley and Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Frernaup. That is correct. 

Senator Neupercer. If there were a fish problem, it would be 
involved equally at Hells Canyon Dam and high Pleasant Valley 
Dam; is that correct? 

Mr. Fernap. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. As I remember when Mr. Parry was testifying 
yesterday he testified that Brownlee Dam, I believe, would be the 14th 
or 15th highest dam built in the United States. 
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What is the height of Brownlee? Is it somewhere around 300 feet? 
Just approximately. We have that elsewhere. 

Mr. Frernap. Yes, sir; in that magnitude; that is correct, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Again, presuming there might be a fish prob- 
lem in that stretch of the river, to your knowledge have yet in the 
United States any anadromous fish been passed over a dam the height 
of the Brownlee and fingerlings been passed downstream over a dam 
the height of Brownlee anywhere in the United States, in actual 
practice ? 

Mr. Frernavp. Well, sir, I am not too well qualified to answer that 
question because I am not familiar with all of the possibilities. 

However, I am not aware of any project in the Pacific Northwest 
where that is actually taking place at the present time. 

Senator Nrusercer. Is this not correct, that the only dams where 
fish have been passed successfully upstream and the fingerlings have 
survived coming downstream are relatively low run of the river dams 
like Bonneville and McNary and projects of that type? Is that not 
‘substantially correct? : 

- Mr. Fernarp.. That is correct, sir. ‘There are a number of projects 
up in the State of Washington, projects on the Skagit, Baker, projects 
on the Elwha River, where they are passing fish over them by various 
means. 

However, I understand those are rather limited numbers of fish 
and I am not sure of just how they would compare with the situation 
you are mentioning at Brownlee. 

Senator Neuspercer. Now, these tests you mentioned on the Cowlitz 
River being made with models, the skimmer method and so on, those 
involve dams of the general height. and similar classification of Brown- 
lee and Bruces Eddy and still higher dams of Pleasant Valley and 
Hells Canyon; is that not correct? 

Those involve high dams, the tests made on the Cowlitz? 

Mr. Frrnaxp. Yes, sir; that does. 

Senator Nrunercer. Those tests are only in the preliminary stage 
and they have not been put into actual practice at projects that have 
been built; is that not correct ? 

Mr. Frernatp. Yes, sir; they are not in use yet in a prototype con- 
struction. They will be built in the Cowlitz projects when they are 
constructed. 

I understand they will probably require similar facilities. at 
Brownlee. 

Senator Nevpercer. If there is a fish problem in the middle stretch 
of the Snake in the so-called Hells Canyon stretch, it involves Hells 
Canyon high dam, Pleasant Valley high dam, Brownlee Dam, it 
involves all of them. Is that not correct, if it exists? 

Mr. Frernatp. That is correct. 

Senator Nevpercer. I have one other question and then I will have 
concluded with Mr. Fernald. 

I think in answer to a question by Senator Watkins, and I am try- 
ing to recall correctly, and if I do not, please set me straight, Senator 
Watkins asked you if it were not correct that Pleasant Valley High 
Dam plus the Brownlee storage would be about the same as the storage 
at high Hells Canyon Dam? Was there not such a question asked 
of you? 
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Mr. Frrnap. I believe he added the Brownlee storage and the 
Pleasant Valley high dam. He asked whether that is comparable to 
Hells Canyon and my answer was “Yes,” sir. 

Senator Neusercer. What was your answer substantially to that 
question ¢ 

Mr. Fernawp. My answer was that the storage available in the 
Hells Canyon project was 3,800,000 acre-feet. 

However, in the studies of House Document 531 we only used the 
2,600,000 acre-feet of storage at Hells Canyon for control of the 1894 
flood. 

With that amount of storage used we could obtain the same 
ra of contro] in the two projects, Brownlee and the high Pleasant 

alley 

Senatod Anperson. I do’ not believe you answered Senator 
Neuberger’s question. 

Mr. Fernap. Maybe I missed the point. 

Senator Neusercer. I think he did, Mr. Chairman, to this degree. 

In other words, with the storage you used in House Document 531, 
you say that the storage, the effective storage, would be about equal 


for high Pleasant Valley plus Brownlee as compared with high Hells 
Co anyon ; is that your answ er ¢ 2 


Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir. 
Senator Neusercer. Now I would like to ask you this question: 
If people in Idaho, irrigators and people concerned about water 
rights, were alarmed over the impacts of the storage reservoir at high 
Hells Canyon Dam on their water rights and their future irrigation 
prerogatives, might they not also have equal worries and equal alarm, 
if indeed they do exist, over the storage at high Pleasant Valley plus 
Brownlee? 

Mr. Fernawp. Well, sir, that has not come to the attention of the 
Corps of Engineers. It has never been referred to us and therefore 
I have given it no thought and I am afraid I am not prepared to give 
you a very intelligent answer on it. 

Senator Neupercer. But you do again say that the amount of 
storage is substantially equal for those two projects, high Helis 
Canyon, vis-a-vis Pleasant Valley, plus Brownlee 

Mr. Frernaxp. Yes, sir. The effective storage for flood control, as 
you put it, are the same. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you. 

Senator ANpERSON. Senator Dworshak. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Chairman, I want the record to show in 
answer to Senator Neuberger’s question that the irrigators in the 
Snake River Valley in Idaho are profoundly concerned with what 
jeopardy the irrigation interests may be placed in by a high dam at 
Pleasant Valley. 

Senator Warxtns. I would like to add to what the Senator has 
said, that if the building of a high Pleasant Valley Dam is going to 
deplete or tie down water that could be used upstream for consump- 
tive uses, that I certainly will object to it, too, very strongly. 

Senator Dworsuax. Of course, that proposal has been made so re- 
cently that inadequate time has been made available to study the im- 
plications of that. 
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Senator Anperson. I am sure that Secretary Seaton will be glad to. 
come and defend himself on the mater when the time comes. 

Senator Warxrns. He has not recommended it yet; he has only 
studied it. 

Senator Nuusercer. I only asked the question because there did 
seem to be a lot of contrast in the alarm expressed in certain sections of 
Idaho as contrasted with Hells Canyon. 

Senator DworsHak. To what does the Senator refer? That there 
has not been any alarm manifested in Idaho over the proposed high 
dam at Pleasant Valley? 

Senator Neupercer. All I can say in answer to your question is that 
a great deal of the alarm over Hells Canyon res ached my desk in the 
form of letters, postcards, petitions, newspaper editorials, et cetera. 

A comparable volume of alarm has not reached my desk with re- 
spect to Pleasant Valley. 

Senator Dworstax. How long has P ‘leasant Valley high dam been 
proposed ? 

Senator Nevpercrr. I think it has been proposed 314 to 4 months, 
and it takes about 3 days for a letter to get here on the train. 

Senator DworsHaxk. How long has Hells Canyon been proposed ? 

Senator Neupercer. A substantial number of years. I still note 
there has been a contrasting amount of alarm. 

Senator Dworsuax. I can assure the Senator that if he will bide 
his time, that there probably will be some evidence of that protest. 

Senator Warxrns. Since the Senator from Oregon has not been pro- 
posing the high Pleasant Valley Dam, they would not be writing to 
him. They would be writing to Mr. Seaton, I imagine. He is “the 
proponent of it. 

Before the Senator goes on with his examination, in connection with 
what Senator Neuberger said a few moments ago, that so far as he 
knew no one had been ‘supporting a Nez Perce Dam, I want to call at- 
tention to and make part of the record the conclusions in a statement 
released, made by the Northwest Public Power Association, Gus Nor- 
wood, executive secretary, in an address in Vancouver, Wash., under 
date of December 8, 1956, in which this statement is made: 

From the standpoint of the best conservation and compreliensive development 
of resources, and from the standpoint of your administration, it is respectfully 
submitted that had your administration considered adopting the following poli- 
cies and programs— 

Here I should interject this was a communication directed to President 
Eisenhower by this association. : They have a list of recommendations 
in connection with that. One of them is: 

Ultimate construction of Nez Perce Dam and as a corollary that the Federal 
Power Commission requested to refer to Congress the matter of determining 
both how and when to build Nez Perce Dam. 

Probably the Senator had not seen that yet. 

Senator Neuvpercer. Yes; I have seen that. But I said “in public 
life.” 

Senator Warxtns. Mr. Norwood would be in public life. 

Senator Neupercer. I meant a public official, a Cabinet officer, a 
Senator, prominent Member of Congress, a governor, andsoon, That 
is what I had reference to. 
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I think that is quite obvious, because, if Mr. Norwood is in public 
life, then Mr. Parry or any person is in public life. 

Senator Warxrns. I did not know exactly what your limitations 
were, but I have heard from Northwest Public Power Co. 

Senator Nreusercer. I heard references 'to the fact that the former 
Secretary of the Interior has spoken favorably of this. 

In referring to people in public life, I mean elected and appointed 

’ public officials. 

Senator Dworsnax. Before leaving that, is it not true that Mr. 
Norwood recently testified before the House committee on the Hells 
Canyon Dam? 

Senator Warxrns. I am not sure about that. I don’t know. 

Senator Neusercer. I think he did. 

Senator Dworsuax. And he is not interested in those dams? 

Senator Nevgercer. I did not say he was not interested. I said he 
was not in public life. ° . 

Senator Dworsuak. Mr. Fernald, some time ago, this morning, you 
referred to the number of salmon andi steelhead going up the Clear- 
water. While I know you are not charged with the biological aspects 
of these proposals, do you happen to have figures showing how many 
salmon and steelhead went up the Snake River ? 

Mr. Fernap. I have only tentative notes 

Senator DworsHax. How did you happen to have the data for 
the Clearwater and not for the Snake? 

Mr. Fernaxp. I have them of equivalent stature, Senator. 

Senator DworsH4x. What is it? 

Mr. Fernarp. The fish on the Clearwater, you realize, are counted 
at the Lewiston Dam. They are actual fish counts made by the Idaho 
Fish and Game Commission. 

Senator DworsHaKk. That would be above the confluence of the 
Clearwater with the Snake? 

Mr. Fernawtp. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

These figures for the main stem of the Snake River are based on 
an enumeration study which is being made by the Idaho Fish and 
Game Commission in collaboration with the Corps of Engineers. I 
just want to point out the difference. ; 

One is an actual count and the other is an enumeration study. They 
are both prepared essentially by the same organization, however. 

For 1954, the only figure I have available for the enumeration study 
on the main stem of the Snake River, there were 4,000 salmon on the 
main stem of the Snake; that is, above the mouth of the Salmon River. 

For steelhead fish, there is an estimate of 5,000 steelhead on the 
main stem of the Snake above the mouth of the Salmon. - 

Senator DworsHak. So, obviously, those fish had to get into the 
Snake River above the mouth of the Salmon ? 

Mr. Fernatp. They were in the Snake River above the mouth of 
the Salmon and tributaries upstream.. 

Senator DworsHax. On the basis of those figures, the fisheries’ 
problem is much more acute on the main stem of the Snake above the 
mouth of the Salmon River than above the Clearwater, according to 
your figures? 

Mr. Frernatp. With respect to Salmon, very definitely more so. 

As far as steelhead are concerned, there were somewhat more steel- 
head in the Clearwater than in the Salmon. 
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Senator Neusercer. Is that above the Imnaha? 

Mr. Frernawp. This is given as the main stem of the Snake River, 
I believe it was located above the Imnaha, There were a number of 
a expeditions made in there in connection with the Pleas- 
ant Valley construction activities. 

Senator DworsHax. I have a few more questions to develop. one 
point. 

- There has been some criticism of my effort to get authorization of 

Bruces Eddy by the Wildlife people. I think that Mr. Fernald can 
give us some very pertinent testimony on the fisheries angle, wild- 
hifeangle. 

What is the lower Columbia River sanctuary program for fisher- 
ies? When was it initiated ? 

Mr. Frernarp. That sanctuary program was initiated in about 1947 
or 1948, Mr. Senator. It was a program developed by the fisheries 
departments of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington—certainly Oregon 
and Washington—— 

Senator DworsHax. Yes, Idaho is not in it. 

Mr. Fernavp. All right, sir. And the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service. . 

That program was developed to provide for increased fisheries re- 
sources in the lower tributaries of the Columbia River through the 
provisions of hatcheries, the removal of logjams and provision of fish 


passage facilities over the waterfalls. The funds for this program 


are obtained through the Corps of Engineers budget, turned over to 
the Fish and Wildlife Service at the Washington level and utilized 
by the Fish and Wildlife Service and the States of Oregon and Wash- 
ington in the lower river, and I believe this last year the Idaho 
Fish and Game Commission has a share of those funds. 


Senator Dworsnax. You are ahead of me, but that is all right. Do 


you know, up to a year ago, there was about $12 million appro- 
priated for that program ? 

Mr. Frrnavp. I am not able to confirm those figures. 

Senator Dworsnak.. If that amount of money was spent in the space 
of a few years to counteract the ill effects on fish migration of dams 
in the lower Columbia, then this must have been some adverse effects 
on fish migration by the construction of those dams in the lower 
Columbia. 

Mr. Fernaxp. I believe the adverse effects have been cumulative 
over a good many years, Senator Dworshak, not necessarily the con- 
struction of recent dams, but possibly the construction of dams in the 
past, starting way back with Bonneville and even earlier irrigation 
diversions prior to that time, and we might also have the third factor 
of pollution in the stream which has depleted the runs. 

enator DworsHak. The program did not start until about 1947 
or 1948 % i? 

Mr. Fernatp. That is correct. 

Senator Dworsnak. Are you aware of the fact that about a year 
ago, for the first time, Idaho participated in that program because 
of an amendment which I submitted, and that last fall the Federal 
Fish and Wildlife Service dropped the word “lower” so that it would 
be called the Columbia River sanctuary program? Is that correct? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes, sir; that is substantially correct. Idaho is now 
participating actively in the program. 





vil a eek Oe 


aw 


ph 


A od ee 











HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 247 


Senator Dworsuak. Through the cooperation of the Fish and Wild- 
life Service and the Idaho Fish and Game Department, as well as the 
comparable departments in Oregon and Washington. 

Mr. Frernaxp. Yes, sir. . 

Senator DworsHak. So that up to a year ago, the conservationists 
and the fish and wildlife groups in that area interested, as has been 
contended, in this preserving the fisheries in that. area made no effort, 
or at least the record shows if they did they were unsuccessful, in 
getting any money with which to put Idaho and the other tributaries 
of the Columbia in that important program. 

Mr. Fernarp. I am sorry, I cannot comment on the efforts that 
were made. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Well, there was nothing accomplished anyway. 

Mr. Fernavp. Nothing accomplished. 

Senator Warxktns. Senator, you can probably answer this question. 

Does he know whether or not a request was made by the Fish and 
Wildlife Service for money for that Service? I am asking the Senator. 
T don’t know whether the witness knows it. 

“ema DworsHak. I would prefer to have the answer come from 
others. 

Mr. Frrnacp. I do not believe that any effort was made to secure 
funds for areas above McNary Dam until possibly in recent years, and 
I believe the statement that Senator Dworshak made, that last year 
was the first year funds were made available for Idaho, is correct. 

Senator Dworsuax. A year previously, I made an effort to procure 
funds, but was not successful because it was contemplated that Oregon 
and Washington were largely interested in that program. Now I will 
hurry on. 

Do you have any data showing if there is any migration of fish in 
the main Snake up to the Weiser and Payette Rivers? 

Mr. Frrnaxp. No, sir; I have no data dividing the fish in the upper 
basin. 

Senator DworsHak. I won’t ask you any more questions, Mr. Fer- 
nald, but I want to say this in order to clear up some of the ambiguities 
which apparently have been developed as to above the Salmon, mouth 
of the Salmon: 

I have been prodigious in trying to get funds during the past 3 years 
for making these surveys and these studies in that entire area em- 
bracing the Middle Snake River and the Clearwater watershed, be- 
cause I think we have been dealing with ‘charges and countercharges 
that are not based upon any factual information. I think that most of 
these reports will be completed in about a year and then, regardless of 
what those results will show, I think we can deal more accurately with 
any adverse effect of dam development in that area on the fisheries 
problem. t 

Isn’t it true, Mr. Fernald, that the major portion of the high water 
recently experienced in the Hells Canyon reach of the river, which you 
have testified came from streams which are relatively uncontrolled ? 
Wasn’t it likewise on these streams which are relatively uncontrolled 
where the major damage to property and land occurred ? 

For instance, did not the flood at Vale, Oreg., come from waters of 
the Malheur River and its tributaries and not from the Snake River. 
Mr. FEernatp. Yes. 
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Senator Dworsuax. Did not the flood damage at Baker, Oreg., 
come from the waters of the Powder River or its tributaries far above 
its confluence with the Snake River ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHax. Similarly, did not the flood on the Weiser, 
the Portneuf and other similar streams come from those streams and 
not from the Snake River itself? 

Mr. Fernap. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Dwoxsuax. Obviously, since all of these areas are up- 
stream above Hells Canyon, the Hells Canyon program would not 
have alleviated any of these floods or damages; is that not true? 

Mr. Fernaup. Yes, sir. There is no relation whatsoever. 

Senator DworsHax. Does not that indicate the need for flood- 
control dams on these streams which frequently flood and create a 
large amount of damage if we are to avoid similar comparable floods 
in the future ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. This flood has indicated the need for additional 
flood-control measures on those streams; yes, Sir. 

Senator Dworsnax. Before the waters are discharged into the 
Snake River? 

Mr. Frernatp. Yes, sir; before they are discharged into the Snake. | 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Are there not sites available where such stor- 
age can be created on the Malheur, Weiser, Payette, Little Wood, and 
Portneuf. and others. that have. been listed in your previous reports? 

Mr. Frernaxp. As I stated earlier to Senator Watkins, we are in- 
. cluding that in our present study of the Upper Snake River. 

Senator DworsHak. Is there not also a continuing flood threat in 
the Snake River Valley above Idaho Falls which needs further 
protection ? | 

Mr. Frernaxp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Dworswak. It is true that at the time of the high waters, 
there was no flood danger on the Lower Columbia River, and the . 
Army Engineers had not requested that any of the reservoirs in the 
Snake River Basin be operated for flood control ? 

Mr. Fernavp. You are speaking of last week ? 

Senator Dworsnak. Yes. 

Mr. Fernawp. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHax. On the other hand, since the flows were low 
on the Lower Columbia, was not all of this water needed for power 
generation in the Lower Columbia River ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. All the water was certainly used ; yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. The passage of these waters down the Snake 
and the Columbia created no flood problems below the Hells Canyon 
reach ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. I believe that is correct. I have heard no reports. 

Senator Dworsnax. Thank you. 

Senator ANprerson. There was reference a few minutes ago to the 
Nez Perce Dam, and also reference to the committee report of June 19, 
1946. 

On page 14, at the top of the page, it says: 

The Nez Perce Dam is not included in plans for present development of the 
watershed because of its sharp possible effect on migratory fish runs. 
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Do I not understand that is what your testimony has been ? 
Mr. Fernarvp. That is correct. 
Senator Anperson. Subsequently, it says that: 


Hells Canyon storage would contribute 138 percent ‘to the reduction of the 
1849 floods and 17 percent to the reduction of the 1948 flood. 


Mr. Frernatp. We verified that for the 1894 flood. I did not verify 
it for 1948, but it is substantially correct. 

Senator Warxins. Isthat not different from what you told me? 

Senator Anperson. Not at all. It is completely consistent with his 
testimony. 

Senator Warkins. What you told me is correct as well as what you 
are saying now? You had an explanation for the way the Bureau 
of Reclamation arrived at those figures. 

Mr. Frrnarp. Yes, sir. 

The 2.6 million was stored in Hells Canyon of the 21 million that 
was used to control the 1894 flood. ‘That represents 12 or 13 percent. 

Senator Anperson. I am only worried about this constant refer- 
ence to the fact that 2.6 million was stored in Hells Canyon. That is 
fine from your standpoint, but I do want the record to show that 
there was no dam at Hells Canyon, it did not store any water; it is 
only a term that you used as showing how you base your supposition 
and what would have been the effect had those dams been built. 

Mr. Frernavp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. It would have stored, out of that particular 
flood, 2,600,000 feet had it been there. 

Mr. Fernax. Yes, and had all the other projects assumed in the 
main control plan also been there ; that is correct. 

Senator Anprerson. I only bring that out because, at a previous 
hearing, we made certain references to storage of water along the 
Colorado River and the dams did not exist. We said “stored the 
water.” Somebody asked me about it. How in the world did you 
store the water when there was no dam there? 

It isa term you used which I merely wanted to correct. 

You said you are now making your review of the Columbia River 
Basin. I just wanted to ask you about that. 

You testified that they had purposely omitted the Middle Snake 
from this current review of the 308 report. 

Weare going to have a quorum call. If they start to have a quorum 
call and omitted all the Senators’ names that start from A to G, that 
would not be a complete quorum call. 

Mr. Frernavp. I think I attempted to explain that in my testimony 
of Wednesday afternoon. The phrase “omitted the area from the 
report” is not proper. We do not consider that the particular area in 
question remains open for consideration of alternatives. 

As I pointed out, the license has been granted to the Idaho Power 
Co. We have assumed that is the authorized plan for development of 
that reach of the river. ; ; 

A study of alternatives in that reach of the river would not be 
warranted or justified. The reach of the river downstream we have 
assumed is now in the hands of the Federal Power Commission because 
of the license application. Our studies to date therefore have not 
considered alternatives in that reach of the river. 
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We are studying that reach of the river and the effects of its prob- 
lems and projects in our main control plan and in our power studies. 
So we are not omitting it. We are including it just as we are includ- 
. ing the Bonneville project and Grand Coulee project, but we are not 
studying alternatives to those projects. : 

DoI make it clear ? 

Senator ANpEerson. Yes; you do, but I see something in it a little 
different than you do. You say you are not omitting it. You just 
are not going to study it. 

I think that still omits it from studying. 

Mr. Fernap. It omits it insofar as alternatives are concerned. 
Now, I[ also pointed out yesterday, I believe, that there is now under 
consideration the desirability of including further studies in that 
lower reach in view of the fact that the Bureau of Reclamation 
found it desirable to include studies of that lower reach. 

Later on, we discussed the problem of the status of this reach with 
respect to the authority of the Federal Power Commission. That 
is the question, Mr. Senator, does the Federal Power Commission still 
retain the authority to make the decision as to how to develop this 
reach, or is it open for study? If it is open for study, certainly we 
want tostudy it. If it is not open for study, then there might be some 
criticism if we did study it. 

Senator ANDERSON. et Watkins said the other day we hoped 
to make it available for study. The Secretary of the Interior has made 
a statement about it. 

I think it too bad if an action by the Federal Power Commission 
makes it impossible for the Secretary of Interior to show his good 
faith by going ahead with the study. Iam glad to say I served with 
him in the Senate. I think I know him very well and I think it is 
unfair at least to try to keep him from that study. In view of his 
decision to restudy that stretch of the river, does the corps intend 
to extend its study now to include the Middle Snake and the Pleasant 
Valley sites? 

Mr. Frernavp. We have that under very active consideration; yes, 
sir, 

Senator Anperson. Who will make the decision as to whether you 
will or will not go ahead ? 

Mr. Fernawp. That decision will be made by the Chief of Engineers. 

Senator Anprerson. Have you any idea when it will be made? 

Mr. Fernavp. It should be forthcoming very shortly, if it is not 
already available. I understand that the matter has been discussed 
and the question remaining, of course, was what action would be taken 
by the Federal Power Commission and the decision tentatively was 
that we must study that reach of the river in any event. 

Whether the entire study is to be incorporated in the report de- 
pends on the action taken by the FPC, of course. 

Senator Anperson. How can the Congress tell what it ought to 
do? Congress is going to be faced with a decision between again 
high Hells Canyon Dam and this high Pleasant Valley Dam. 

Now, if the high Pleasant Valley Dam is in the realm of speculation 
because the Federal Power Commission may authorize the low Pleas- 
ant Valley Dam and Mountain Sheep Dam, where does that leave the 
Congress ? 
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Mr. Fernawp. Well, sir, the low Pleasant Valley and the Mountain 
Sheep Dam do not affect Hells Canyon. 

Senator ANpeRsoN. That is correct, but the Secretary of the In- 
terior has come along with a high Pleasant Valley. How can the 
Congress act upon high Hells Canyon if the Secretary of the Interior 
has some interest in high Pleasant Valley and the Federal Power 
Commission is about to grant a license for low Pleasant Valley and 
Mountain Sheep? 

Mr. Fernavp. Well, sir, it makes it difficult. 

Of course, the Congress has the final say in either case. 

_ Senator Anperson. Yes, sir; but most people would want the Con- 
ess to have an intelligent say and that would have to be based on 
information. 
' We would like the study by the Army Corps of Engineers, naturally, 
or somebody. 

Mr. Frernaxp. If that area is open for study, the Corps of Engi- 
neers with be very delighted to study it and the alternative methods 
of developing that reach of the river. 

Senator Anperson. I hope that the Congress will find some way 
of making it open for study because I think it ought to be. That is 
one basis upon which we ought to, it seems to me, be able to find a 
common meeting ground. 

Those advocates of high Hells Canyon would want it open for study 
in order that we might have something comparable. Those opponents 
of high Hells Canyon would certainly want to make the study in 
order to sustain the Secretary of the Interior. If he has neither 
the proponents or opponents of high Hells Canyon to hold his hand, 
ie is in a very lonely position and I do not wish to see him get 
there. 

Mr. Fernatp. I personally feel sure that the study will be made. 

Senator ANpgrson. Now, you have said that you have now quite 
a different plan and you now need to find additional storage. We 
were discussing the situation that might result from the building 
. the Brownlee and other dams as against the high Hells Canyon 

am. 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes, sir. 

Senator ANnperson. In your testimony before the Federal Power 
Commission a few months ago, you discussed the main control plan 
and you put in a table on page 5 of your mimeographed testimony— 
you do not know where it would appear in the printed record—flood- 
control storage usable at site to control the 1849 flood. 

You show the existing products under the main control plan and. 
the acre-feet available for flood-control storage and the present out- 
look of acre-feet. You have this table right in front of you now; 
do you not ? 

Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Under “Existing,” you listed Hungry Horse, 
2,200,000. 

Under “Present outlook,” you have the same figure. 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes, sir; that project is constructed. 

Senator Anperson. You, therefore, have no reason to change it? 

Mr. Fernap. No, sir. 

89648—57——17 
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Senator Anverson. Grand Coulee, 1,240,000 was the main control: 
plan and 1,500,000 is the present outlook. 

Mr. Fernarp. That might be explained, -sir, by saying that that 
ee is the amount of storage that we have had available up until 
ast year. ; me 

From last year on we will have the 1,500,000 acre-feet available. 

Senator Anperson. So that is fully established. 

Mr. Fernarp. That is fully established. The full main control 
plan, as you will note, includes that figure of 1,240,000 plus the figure 

own below of 3,860,000, which we have separated out for convenience 
in a table. 

Senator Anperson. Then you have Palisades, 1,200,000. That is 
operable for storage in 1957; is it? . 

Mr. Frernap. Yes, sir; that will be utilized in total for this coming 
flood season for the first time. 

Senator Anprrson. The Payette and Boise Rivers, 390,000 in both 
the main control plan and present outlook. 

Mr. Frrnatp. That is the portion of the Boise and Payette Rivers 
which is now available. That is all of the Boise projects, Anderson 
Ranch, Arrow Rock, and Lucky Peak, then plus-the one project, the 
Cascade project on the Payette. 

The balance of the main control plan for the Payette is down under 
the second section under “Additional proposed in House Docu- 
ment 531.” . | 

Senator Anprerson. Then the subtotal of both of these figures in 
the main control plan is 4,930,000; and under “Present outlook,” 
5,190,000. 

You have additional proposals in House Document 531. You have 
Grand Coulee increase, 3,860,000. Have you revised that figure in 
your present outlook downward ? 

Mr. Fernarp. The 3,860,000 now combined with 1,240,000 makes 
the total of 5,100,000 acre-feet of storage which was contained in 
House Document 531. 

Presently available we have this 1,500,000 which I mentioned 
Wednesday, I believe, and then with modification of the outlets we will 
get the use of the additional 2,700,000 making a grand total of 4,- 
200,000 at Grand Coulee, which is in reasonable prospect as against 
the total amount of 5,100,000 envisioned in House Document 531. 

Senator Anprrson. So you are short, then, 900,000 acre-feet ? 

Mr. Frrnawp. Yes, sir; we are short that amount there, pending 
the construction of upstream storage. 

Senator Anprerson. Now, you had Glacier View, 1,800,000 acre- 
feet. What is the present prospect on that? 

Mr. Frrnatp. There is no prospect of getting storage at. Glacier 
View at this time. 

Senator Anprrson. The Libby was 3,900,000 acre-feet; what is the 
present prospect on that? : 

Mr. Frernavp. That project was authorized as recommended in 
House Document 531, but construction has been delayed pending 
completion of negotiations with Canada. 

Senator Anprrson. So that will have to be eliminated from the 
present outlook ? 

Mr. Fernaxp. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Anperson. Priest Rapids was 2,100,000 in House Docu- 
ment 531. What is the present outlook on that? 

Mr. Fernatp. That project has been authorized and deauthorized 
to permit construction of projects in the Priest ea area by the 
Grant County PUD. They are now proceeding with an alternate 2- 
dam plan which will provide 500,000 acre-feet of storage for flood 
control. 

Senator Anperson. Instead of 2,100,000 ? 

Mr. Fernarp. That is correct. 

Senator ANpErson. Therefore, there is a shortage of 1,600,000 ? 

Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Now, John Day is 1,400,000. What is the pres- 
ent outlook on that ? 

Mr. Frernavp. Actually the project recommended in House Docu- 
ment 531 provided a total of 2 million acre-feet of storage. However, 
we only needed for the main control plan that 1,400,000 shown. 

Since the time of the project authorization the local interests of the 
area have pointed out the undesirability of that large amount of sur- 
charge storage which denied use of the reservoir area for industrial 
development and so on, and in recognition of that undesirable feature 
to the development and growth of the region the corps has recom- 
mended a modified project which would provide 500,000 acre-feet of 
storage. 

Senator AnpErsoN. So there would be 900,000 acre-feet of storage 
less ? 

Mr. Frernaxp. Yes, sir. 

- Senator Anperson. For Payette and Boise Rivers, you have also an 
additional 300,000 there. What is the present outlook on that? 

Mr. Fernarp. That is the Garden Valley project which was recom- 
mended in House Document 531, the project proposed by the Bureau 
of Reclamation on the Payette River, the project was not authorized 
and is, however, under further study in connection with our current 
investigation. 

Senator ANpeRsON. But it is not authorized at the present time? 

Mr. Fernavp. It is not authorized ; no, sir. 

Senator ANDERSON. So that takes out 300,000 acre-feet there. Now, 
the Hells Canyon, the amount usable for the 1894 flood was listed in 
your House Document 531 as 2,600,000 acre-feet. 

Mr. Fernarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Anperson. At the present the outlook is what? - 

Mr. Fernarp. The present outlook is the Brownlee project, which is 
now under construction in that same reach, of only 1 million acre-feet, 
an additional possible outlook would be the 500,000 acre-feet to be 
provided if authorized or licensed, in the Pleasant Valley project. 

Senator Anperson. But all that is certain is the 1 million feet at 
Brownlee. 

Mr. Fernaw. That is all that is under construction. 

Senator ANpERsON. So there is 1,600,000-foot loss there ? 

Mr. Fernacp. Yes, sir. | 

Senator Anperson. The original main control plan was 20,890,000 
acre-feet. 

Mr. Frernaxp. Yes, sir. ; 

Senator Anprerson. The reductions have brought it down to 9,890,- 
000 acre-feet, a loss of some 11 million acre-feet of storage ? 
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Mr. Fernaxp. Yes, sir. That is a reduction between the original 
planandthe present outlook, .. 

Senator ANperson. In other words, the present outlook is much less 
than what the Army Corps thought desirable and scheduled in the 
main control plan? 

Mr. Frrnaxp. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. Is the Weiser River included in that? 

Mr. Fernawp. No, sir. There was no storage on the Weiser River 
contemplated in House Document 531. 

Senator Dworsuak. Do you not have a flood threat on that river? 

Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir; we have a good many floods on that river, 
but it is largely agricultural and there has not been a reservoir plan 
worked out yet that could be justified on the Weiser River. 

A further study in that connection, however, is underway. 

Senator Dworsuak. You do have a sizable runoff of water on the 
Weiser ? 

Mr. Fernap. Yes, sir; there is quite a runoff. 

Senator Dworsuak. There is a possibility you might develop a 
storage site on it? 

Mr. Fernatp. Yes, there is that possibility. ; 

Senator Anperson. The last item which Senator Watkins read from 
this page 14 was this sentence: 

There are no flood control substitutes for the storage of the high dam in Hells 
Canyon. 


He read that language, but the next language to it reads: 


Proposed alternative storage sites were planned for development in later stages 
of the comprehensive plan and pressing them into service is simply borrowing 
from the future with no possibility of replacing the loss to the ultimate storage 
objective. 

In response to his question you pointed out there were alternatives 
and I wanted to point out that the staff report recognized those alter- 
natives a long time ago. 

Mr. Fernavp. Yes, sir. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Fernald, your investigation of the Brown- 
lee construction indicated that the construction company had com- 

leted the clay core up substantially to the level of the original river- 

d prior to the time the high waters were passed down the prepared 
channel by opening of the cofferdams? 

Mr. Fernatp. That is correct. 

Senator Dworsnak. Isn’t it correct, Mr. Fernald, that none of the 
buildings, warehouses, construction camps, trailer homes, or any other 
property were affected by the high water? Also, isn’t there a large 
area of construction work such as the spillway excavation and the 
power excavation, penstock tunnels and other portions of the project 
which are untouched by the water and where work has continued at 
all times, entirely unaffected by the high water? And isn’t it a fact 
that substantially the whole of the contractor’s work force has con- 
tinued working devine the high water ? 

Mr. Fernacp. Yes, only the work in the river channel was flooded 
by the high water. There is a large work area yet remaining outside 
and above the river channel. A large work force was on the job the 
day I flew over the project site but I am unable to say what proportion 
of the total equipment and labor force was still effectively employed. 
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Senator DworsHax. And did you not ascertain that since the pas- 
sage of high water through the area had been planned for in the time 
schedule that the ultimate completion of the dam will not be affected ? 

Mr. Fernavp. Although passage of high water through the river 
area was planned for, this early spring flood came before the scheduled 
time and soe additional time and effort will undoubtedly be required 
for cleanup. This additional work will be small and should not affect 
the ultimate completion date of the project if full productive progress 
can be maintained between now and after the regular spring flood 
period without a major restoration of access to the main dam area to 
provide for the 2- to 3-month interim period. I would expect some 
effort would be made to get back into at least part of this work area 
if only to permit disposal of spillway excavation rock. Possibly a 4 
to 6 weeks’ delay might be the overall effect of the early flood although 
this may be made up later by extra effort. ; 

Senator Dworsuax. Do you know that the river has already 
dropped down to approximately normal flow ? 

Mr. Fernatp. I io not know what the discharge has dropped to 
by now, but from the way it was falling last weekend, March 2 and 3, 
it should be down to the base flow of 10,000 to 15,000 cubic feet per 
second by now unless continued warm weather has caused a further 
snowmelt, . 

Senator Dworsnax. And, in your opinion, then the only extra cost 
that can be contemplated would be the necessary cleanup work and 
installation of the cofferdams? 

Mr. Frernaup. Yes, the only extra cost would be the extra cleanup 
work not contemplated plus an extra restoration work that might be 
necessary to provide the interim work area I mentioned above or else 
a later work effort. 

Senator Dworsuax. Will not the cost of this work be substantially 
less than the cost of providing additional diversion tunnel ? 

Mr. Frernaxp. I have no real basis for making such a cost compari- 
son but I would doubt very much if the increased cost due to the extra 
cleanup, extra interim restoration of access or extra work effort later 
to make up for lost time would approach the cost of either doubling 
the capacity of the single tunnel or providing a second tunnel for, say 
a maximum 70,000 to 80,000 cubic fect per second diversion capacity. 
Had this high water come a month earlier, however, it might have been 
a different story. 

Senator Anperson, We will be in recess until 2 o’clock this after- 
noon. 

(Thereupon at 12:30 p. m., the subcommittee was recessed to recon- 
vene at 2 p. m., same day.) 

AFTER RECESS 


(The hearing was resumed at 2 p.m.) 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Parry, we might as well get under way. 

The record will show that this is the testimony of Mr. R. P. Parry, 
of the Idaho Power Co., who was testifying yesterday, and who had to 
be postponed until this afternoon. 

Mr. Parry. 
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STATEMENT OF R. P. PARRY, IDAHO POWER CO.—Resumed 


Mr. Parry. Mr. Chairman, in further identification of the chart to 
which I referred yesterday afternoon, I would like to refer to the 
chart now on the easel preliminary to offering it in the record. 

Across the bottom of the chart are the years 1957 to 1966. In each 
year, identified by their initial letters, are the months of the years. 

Vertically on the chart are the indicated thousands of kilowatts, 
The blue section of the chart represents the present and dependable 
peak capacity of the Idaho Power Co. All of the area of the chart 
colored in red indicates the peak deficiency of the Idaho Power Co.; 
namely, the peak capacity that the company must absolutely have from 
some source if it is to continue to serve its load. 

The two small blocks to the left colored in yellow are the remaining 
blocks of power that will be available to the Idaho Power Co. from its 
contracts with the Utah Power & Light Co. under the agreement 
by which it financed and has been operating a steam plant in Salt 
Lake City, known as Gadsby No.3. The chart starts approximately 
at the current date and indicates that we have a deficiency now, that 
we will have a serious deficiency in the latter part of 1957 and early 
in 1958, until Brownlee comes on the line in September 1958. 

Senator Anperson. May I stop you there to suggest to the staff 
that he has referred to yellow and red and blue, and if we reproduce 
the chart we will have to do it by crosshatching and things of that 
nature, which will show what it is. 

Mr. Lineweaver. I have discussed this morning the matter of | 
reproducing a chart without the colors. 

Senator Anpzerson. What we-will have to do is have a little key 
so that we can translate the yellow into the particular type of hatching 
indicated, 

Mr. Parry. And as Mr. Lineweaver has indicated, we will cooperate 
with the staff in seeing that that is done. 

Senator Anperson. Thank you. 

Mr. Parry. The areas indicated on the chart in green are are the 
surpluses over and above the needs of the Idaho Power Co. system 
which will be available through the line which has been and is being 
constructed by the company to contribute to the Northwest power pool. 

And I would like, Mr. Chairman, with that explanation, to offer the 
chart for the record. : 

Senator Anperson. The chart will be received in evidence, for the 
record, and we will make an effort to work it out so that we can 
reproduce it. 

(The chart referred to faces this page :) 

Mr. Parry. In connection with that chart from yesterday, I believe 
it was, or the day before, Mr. Adamson, of the Bonneville Power 
Administration, testified as to certain estimates that have been made 
of the power situation in the Northwest, and with reference to his 
testimony, I would like to refer to table 4 at page 22 of the Tenth 
Report to the Pacific Northwest Governors’ Power Policy Committee, 
by the Engineering Committee. That is the table which indicates 
that, as testified to by Mr. Adamson, assuming that the Idaho Power 
Co. plants are built on schedule, and that this surplus power indicated 
on the chart and other plants to which he has referred, are available 
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on schedule, there will not be a shortage in firm power under critical 
water conditions until 1964-65. 

The same table also indicates, however, that even if all of the plants 
come in as scheduled, there will be a shortage in interruptible power, 
starting from the current year 1957. 

And we would like to offer for the record the table to which I have 
just referred. And we will supply a copy. The one I have is marked 
with some notes for my own information. 

(The chart referred to follows:) 


TABLE No. 4.—Pacifie Northwest area adequacy of assured resources 


(Figures are megawatts] 


957- 58) 1958-59 158-4) 1960-61) 1961-2) 1962- 63| 1968-64 1964-65 1965-66 eaparitss 





Estimated total _ | 
| 11, 549) 12, 299) 








requirement | 10, 792) 13, 110} 13, 866} 14,690] 15,461) 16,332) 17,248] 18,234) 19, 241 
Assured eapability-- 10, 151) 11, 274} 11, 992 12, 733} 13,612) 14, 590} 14, 967) 15, , 449) 15, 522) 15, 796) 15, 843 
Margin of assured | 

capability..........|. —641| —275 07 ~377| 254] —100| —494| —883|—1,726|—2, 438|—3, 398 
Estimated interrupt- | 

ible peak redquire- | | 

006i 4... | 698 702} 702) 702 702 702 702 702 702 702 702 
Assured capability 4 

for interruptible. 57 427 | 395 325) 448) 602 208 0) 0 0 0 
Additional assured | | 

capability needed j 

for firm load_.....-. 4 0 0} 0 0 0 0 181| 1,024) 1,736) 2,669 

| 


| | 
i i 








Mr. Parry. Following that, in the same report is table No. 5, show- 
ing ehe total peak loads, the assured capabilities, and the margins, plus 
or minus, with respect to the Northwest, divided into the east group, 
the west group, the BC Electric, and the Cominco, which I believe is 
an abbreviation for the Consolidated Mining Co. in Canada just up 
north of the line. 

That shows the west group right from the present time is suf- 
ficiently short of power, if confined to itself, that for instance, in 
1957-58, there would even be a shortage in firm power; that there will 
be a continuing shortage for interruptible load as they now have it, 
and quite a shortage of firm power in the latter part of the period 
indicated, unless there are importations from the east group, which 
contains the Idaho group. 

Accompanying that is table No. 6, which is a tabulation of the 

various plants that are contemplated coming into existence, starting 
with McNary in December 1956, and down through an assumed steam 
plant in October 1966, which is the basis for the computations of the 
power supply in the Northwest. 

We would like to offer for the record tables 5 and 6 to which-I have 
just referred. 

Senator Anprerson. We will receive them. 

I think it will be a decision that the staff will have to reach as to 
whether they are essential for the report to be reproduced in it. The 
staff will decide that, and if we can reproduce it without too much 
difficulty, we will do so. 

Mr. Parry. We will supply copies and, if necessary, plates. I be- 
lieve they will give a pic ture of the power situation in the Northwest 
as it exists. 

(The tables referred to are as follows :) 
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TaB_E No. 6.—Scheduled power resources used in this study 




















Scheduled 
Plant Sponsor addition Date of 
nameplate completion 
kilowatts 
McNa U. 8. Corps of Engineers. ----.---- Milind pao 70, 000 | December 1956. 
Snoqua. Puget Sound Power & Light Co-.-..--.-..-..-- 20, 000 | April 1957. 
Carbon (steam) Utah Power & Light Co. .._-..........--- - 100, 000 | August 1957. 
Cheakamus. British Columbia Electric Co...... 140,000 | October 1957. 
La Joie... bp diletanieoagekd 22, 000 Do. 
Ec acacsasen<cbndie tna he tor das aot 30, 000 Do. 
Palisades. . -| U. 8. Bureau of Reclamation... 114, 000 Do. 
Cochrane. - .| Montana Power Co_-_.....------.-- i 50,000 | December 1957. 
eee. 2. .| U. 8. Bureau of Reclamation........-..-.......- 11, 000 | March 1958. 
Pelton Portland General Electric Co...-....---..-----.- 108, 000 Do. 
N ve Fork and Caza- |-._--- eset ee ctneroagntet tanya eseeaitan coon 58, 000 | November 1958. 
ero. 
Gas turbines........-..- British Columbia Electric Co.........-...--.-.- 100, 000 Do. 
Beerweni.. 4. Liss 6. 7 Pacific Power & Light Co.__..-....--.-.....--.. 45, 000 Do, 
Swift No. land No. 2__. Roctiage Power & Light Co. and Cowlitz 274,000 | December 1958, 
ounty. 
Chief Joseph_.....-..-.- U.8. Corps of Engineers. ...--.--.------.+i.<--- 576, 000 Do, 
SUED. Seticicccbbhaon on EE Bs. cia sin an sin tiie waslioatah eeagnee . 149, 000 Do. 
Brownlee___...-......-- Idaho Power Co--.-...--..---- sdbl hate ddbalba 360, 400 Do. 
Beaver Marsh-.-...-.--- tall 30,000 | July 1959. 
Upper Baker. ......-... Puget Sound Power & Light Co--_......-....--- 85, 000 | September 1959. 
Noxon Rapids. -...----- Washington Water Power Co-.-.....-.-...--.--- 336, 000 | June 1960. 
DRAWING. 4 oo .0-ctwadnad I I SE innntieninmginincesaanhinaneiam 160,000 | July 1960. 
Bridge River No. 2.-.-..-. British Columbia Electric Co_..-..-- otbdlnwddds 248,000 | August 1960. 
Priest Rapids.....-...-- Grant County Public Utility Distriet-._..._. a 630. 000 Do. 
Baker River..........-- Puget Sound Power & Light Co---_.....-..--..-- 55, 000 | September 1960. 
"Te DARI. ...<5<ve~ wae U.8. Corps of Engineers..-......-..-..-.---s--. 1,119,000 | November 1960. 
NG ais iinkin Mecunns die i ncannens i Dagedinnguanensdanas ‘ 25, 000 Do. 
OMG .1ii5 1 sa Idaho Power Co-.-.-.-.---- 190, 000 | August 1961. 
Steam plant. .---| Utah Power & Light Co- 150, 000 | October 1961. 
Hills Creek_- U. 8. Corps of Engineers. 30.000 | November 1961. 
Ice Harbor. n=l tock anol Ln deseer 270,000 | December 1961. 
Mossyrock. RUE OUR BME. cacasecneccasccsces oA 300, 000 | July 1962. 
Waneta.... i Gis nn cited icon dgeteniindsheduameuidemnenan 144,000 | August 1962. 
‘Wanapum.............. Grant County Public Utility District_.........- 600, 000 Do, 
Rocky Reach..-...----- Chelan County Publie Utility District.......... 644, 000 Do. 
Steam plant........- ...| Utah Power:& Light Co......--...--.J....--. « 150,000 | October 1963, 
Hells Canyon...-..-..-.-.- GE CIO Sa 2 warcetno gcc Aenecasnsapsconveny 341,000 | August 1964. 
Steam plant............ Utah Power & Light Co. .....---.-------.-.---- 150, 000 | October 1966. 





1 Increased capability from existing plant with new, higher dam. 
NotTEe.—Total scheduled additions: Hydro, 7,134,400 kilowatts; fuel, 650,000 kilowatts. 


Mr. Parry. We have also referred to, or I did yesterday, a chart 

which is now on the easel, in which there is depicted under two condi- 

tions the water available for storage during those months of the year 

when water can be stored at the Hells Canyon reach and not inter- 

fere with downstream power development, which is intended. to 

eure this testimony that has been brought in about average annual 
ow. 

The lower half of the chart—and I have some copies—indicates 
what might be called present conditions. 

Where the figure 367,000 acres irrigated is used, that means 367,000 
irrigated acres increase since the year 1948, which is the base figure 
used by the USGS and the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee 
in computing stream depletions. And by a coincidence, perhaps, since 
that time there has been an increase in the irrigated area of very close 
to 367,000 acres. 

So that chart, the lower half, can be assumed to be present condi- 
tions of depletion. It is based upon a minimum release of 5,000 cubic 
feet per second, because that is the figure specified by the Army engi- 
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neers in the Idaho Power Co.’s license, and the number of feet of 
minimum flow required by the Army engineers according to their re- 
port to be released to keep the flow at the 13,000 cubic feet per second 
minimum they assume to be necessary in the region from Line Point 
to Lewiston, where they contemplate large commercial navigation. 


The upper half of the chart is based on a total increase of irrigation | 


over 1948, of 1,196,000 acres, the amount assumed by Mr. Crandall and 
others as the ultimate; and under the assumption that there will be 
other downstream dams built below the mouth of the Salmon, the 
minimum flow there has been reduced to 2,000 cubic feet per second, 
which gives to storage the greatest benefit. 

In both parts of the chart, that which is red on the chart on the 
ease] and which is crosshatched in the black and white smaller chart, 
shows the amount of water available for storage each year at a time 
when it would not interfere with downstream power production. 

Under each chart, whether it is red as in the one on the easel or 
crosshatched in the black and white, is stated the number of acre- 
feet available for storage in this assumed period of typical low stream 
flow. 

And, Mr. Chairman, we would like to offer that for the record. 

Senator Anprerson. It will be received for that purpose. 

(The chart referred to faces this page. ) 

Mr. Parry. I am inclined to make the comment in connection with 
it that it is, probably even at that, subject to the same criticism as sug- 
= by the chairman and Mr. Crandall as to the old figures on Lee 

erry. 

Before leaving that chart, I would like to comment briefly—I be- 
lieve this is where we broke in yesterday afternoon—that, as I men- 
tioned at the beginning of my testimony, the only difference between 
' the high Hells Canyon Dam and the power company’s project is the 
amount of storage. The head developed is precisely the same de- 
veloped in each case, 602 feet. The initial power installation is sub- 
stantially identical, 783,000 against 800,000. We have always planned 
for an ultimate installation of at least 1,175,000, because our engineers 
felt there would be the same need for peaking capacity that has now 
been injected by others. So that the only difference in the value of 
the project is the storage. 

I believe that all engineers who have investigated the subject and 
have discussed it, have indicated that at least by the early seventies, 
there is of necessity going to have to be sufficient steam installation in 
the Pacific Northwest so that steam will carry the base Joad, and the 
hydroelectric plants carry the peaks, in which event the value of the 
peaking increases tremendously, and, as I recall, practically every 
engineer that has testified, even those advocating the high dam, con- 
cede that near the end of a 50-year period the high dam would be 
operated as a run-of-the-river plant, and the output would be the same 
as the three dam plants. 
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In addition to that, I want to point out this, in connection with this 
peaking talk: that it cannot be made an attempt to both eat your cake 
and have it. -If the storage in the high dam, the excess storage, is to 
be given the values that have been assigned to it, it cannot at the same 
time be retained for peaking. The two are to a considerable extent 
inconsistent. And if, as has been indicated by some of the witnesses 
who have testified recently, it is now desirable to install more units 
in the high dam, and to convert it, in effect, to a peaking plant, then 
that diminishes even more the value, if any there be, in the added 
storage in the high dam, and once more brings the two plants to a 
similar point of view. And, as I said in previous testimony, there is 
nothing magical about the figure of a million acre-feet selected by the 
Idaho Power Co. engineers as the amount of storage to be installed 
in their project, except only as looking at the figures we have displayed 
in the chart, it is a figure which can reasonably be assumed to be filled 
in years of shortage. It is a figure which is economical, and it is a 
figure which gives substantially the same power production as would 
be acquired from a high dam. 

On the question of flood control, we have another chart, which de- 
picts the conditions as-they existed in May of 1948 at dates when the 
particular streams were making the contribution which collectively 
reached The Dalles in highest flow on May 31. 

In addition to the chart, I have some smaller repreductions—I would 
like to describe it briefly—which I would like to offer at this time. 
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Mr. Parry. Starting down. in the lower right-hand corner is a com- 
paratively smaller channel which depicts, according to scale, the flow 
of the Snake River at Oxbow on May 28, which is the day that water 
is passing that would reach The Dalles on May 31. At the same time, 
the Salmon River, depicted next above, was flowing 100,800 second- 
feet, or 10 percent. The Clearwater, next above, was flowing 177,000, 
or 171% percent. And the Snake River with the Clearwater and the 
Salmon contributed 36.5 percent to the total flow of the Columbia that 
created the great flood. 

Those flows again were examined by the engineers of the Idaho 
Power Co. and were used in arriving at the million acre-feet which the 
Idaho Power Co., unique among utilities, is making available to the 
region and to the taxpayers free of cost. I think it has never hap- 
pened before in the history of the country. The Federal Power Com- 
mission found, and there was no objection to the finding, that the 
million acre-feet would control completely at Hells Canyon the 1948 
flood or the 1956 flood or any floods of smaller magnitude. The only 
floods that would perhaps not be controlled are the ones similar to 
the 1894 flood, which, I believe I heard some testimony this morning, 
might occur once in 135 years. 

There are no accurate records of the 1894 flood on the Snake River. 
The amounts of water, as I understand it, are obtained by looking at 
marks on the rocks. There were no gaging stations there. And, of 
course, southern Idaho and all of the great area that is indicated on 
the other map in green was a desert, and in 1894 there were none of the 
upstream reservoirs, so obviously the conditions were entirely dif- 
ferent from what exists now. 

And according to House Document 531, it is estimated if we could 
reproduce conditions, even the 1894 flood would only produce a flow 
at Oxbow in the order of 59,000 second-feet. 

It has been the contention of the company for 5 years that if there 
was to be any more flood control provided by Federal funds than the 
million acre-feet which will control, at Hells Canyon, every flood 
except that which occurs once in 135 years, those other funds should 
be expended on the tributaries, where there are damaging local floods, 
one of which has occurred in the last 2 weeks, where there were 
floods on the Weiser River, floods on the Malheur, on the Powder, on 
the Little Wood, on the Portneuf, and on the Snake up above Idaho 
‘Falls. If there is any additional storage required on the Snake River 
above the Salmon other than the million acre-feet, we believe that 
sound economy and overall comprehensive planning indicates that it 
should be built at no other place than on the wpper reaches of the 
tributaries and on the upper reaches of the Snake itself. 

On the question of irrigation that has been mentioned, of course, it 
is conceded by everyone that none of the projects in this stretch of the 

- river below the Hells Canyon Dam, as indicated, will ever directly or 
indirectly irrigate one acre of land. No water will be diverted from 
the river at that point or below it to irigate any land, nor is it needed, 

| nor will one acre-foot of the water stored ever irrigate any land. 
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It has been our contention, followed by the Federal Power Com- 

. mission, in effect, that there is no magic in the dollars from the Hells 
Canyon Dam to furnish a subsidy for irrigation. Whether irrigation 
is subsidized by the profits from any powerplant is solely a question 
for the Congress. There are sufficient vast plants in the Columbia 

- River Basin now, starting with Bonneville and going on upstream 
through the whole area of them, that at any time the Congress desires 
to subsidize irrigation by diverting from the general Treasury power 
profits, the profits are there. And, as I say, there is no need for or 
magic in any returns from the high dam at Hells Canyon. 

A question has been raised as to the status of the project of the Idaho 
Power Co. at the present time. 

We have here some pictures which we would like to use to illustrate 
the situation. 

The picture now on the easel, and which we will supply in the 
smaller form to the staff, indicates the condition of the river approxi- 
mately October 1, 1954. The water was flowing in its original chan- 
nel, as it had through the centuries. It comes down from the left 
center of the picture around a sort of a bend in the river and on down 
below. The diversion tunnel that was constructed by the power com- 
pany takes off the other side of the ridge, which appears on the left 
side of the picture, and comes into the river just above the warehouse 
area indicated by the buildings. 

At the time this picture was taken, the lower coffer dam ‘in connec- 
tion with the diversion tunnel had not been cut. No water was yet 
coming through the tunnel. And, as I say, it illustrates the river in 
its original condition. 

The next picture which we have indicates the situation on ap- 
proximately January 1, 1957. The river has been diverted alae 
through the tunnel. 

The main stream of the river comes down from the top. In a slant- 
. ing line can be seen the diversion tunnel, which flows underground 
in sort of a horseshoe, and comes out near the lower left corner of the 
picture, just immediately, again, above the warehouse area. 

Across the mouth of the outlet of the diversion tunnel is what looks 
like a large. picket fence, an installation installed by the company at 
the request of the various fish and game agencies, costing some quarter 
of-a million dollars. 

‘The things that look like pickets are electrodes that hang in the 
water, and they are charged with direct current electricity, and their 
purpose is to divert the fish who want to go into the small channel, 
where they are trapped and given a buggy ride up above. 

Senator DworsHak. Will you yield? 

Why go to this expense, if there is no fisheries problem involved 
in that section of the Snake River ? 

Mr. Parry. Well, our license requires that we cooperate with the 
Fish and Game agencies as requested by those people, and to the best 
of our ability, Senator, we are trying to do so. 

There are several requirements in our license: One, that we provide 
a fund of a quarter of a million dollars to pay for studies, which again 
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I think is unique in a private company. And we have been doing our 
‘best, to deliver that money to the study agencies for about a year now 
and have paid some of it over. They have been there at the site. 
They decided that they wanted that kind of an installation, and we 
built it. And we are working with them constantly to endeavor to 
ascertain what their desires are with reference to the method and 
manner of passing the fish. 

Senator DworsHaxk. You are to be commended for that. 

Mr. Parry. Thank you. 

Senator AnpersoN. This is the Brownlee Dam? 

Mr, Parry. This is the Brownlee Dam. 

Senator Anperson. Now, you say this is a unique experience for 
a company to do this. Are you doing it out of the goodness of your 
heart, or because you were required to do so by the Federal Govern- 
ment ? 

Mr. Parry. In all of our proceedings before the Federal Power 
Commission, we expressed our willingness to take whatever steps were 
necessary to cooperate in full measure with respect to the protection 
of fish. Whether that was out of the goodness of our heart or good 
business, I don’t know. 

Senator Anperson. Were you required to do this by the Federal 
Government ? 

Mr. Parry. The license issued by the Federal Power Commission 
requires us to do. or, 

Senator Anperson.. You are just complying with the Federal 
regulation. 

fr. Parry. We are complying with our license in every respect. 
‘ Senator Anperson. When the dam is built, what will you do about 
sh 

Mr. Parry. There are intense studies going on now to endeavor to. 
ascertain what we should do. Those who are in control of the fish and 
game departments of the affected States and of Federal Wildlife seem 
unable to make up their own mind. I have personally attended some 
meetings of various ones, including the top officials. They are using 
this fund provided by us for further studies, and each meeting and 
each report seems to wind up with the answer that it is a problem so 
complex that they don’t know what to suggest. 

There is at present a so-called task force of experts from the various. 
agencies working’ on this, and nothing else, to endeavor to come up 
with an answer, and we are waiting for the answer. So far as we are 
concerned, the Idaho Power Co. in effect signed a blank check in 
accepting this license so far as the fish passage is concerned. 

' Whatever is ultimately determined—and the final judge, if we are 
unable to agree with the wildlife bodies, will be the Federal Power 
Commission—whatever is finally determined, we will have to comply 
with, as you suggested, under the command of the United States 
Government. 

Senator DworsHak. Have you any progress reports to make on the 
number of fish that have been handled at the outlet ? 
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Mr. Parry. We have handled a tremendous number of trash fish, 
so called, squaw fish. Several thousands of them. In fact, so many 
of the experts think they are taking a buggy ride, being hauled up 
and down. 

Senator Dworsnaxk. Any steelheads? 

Mr. Parry. It is the wrong time of the year for steelheads. The 
water is too cold. 

The picture shows us where the bed of the river has been dried by 
some cofferdams, the upper cofferdam at the top, an intermediate 
one, and then one below to keep water backing up. At the time 
the Aas was taken, in January of 1957, there was some water 
standing in certain depressions, and that water was removed, and 
an operation was performed which a geologist described as a dental 
operation. The rubble and stuff that is accumulated in the riverbed 
was excavated down about a hundred feet to bedrock, and at that 
ae) then, work began immediately on refilling the holes, and we 

ave here a progress picture indicating the method used in placing 
this clay core, which started down at bedrock, and which, as can be 
seen, was compacted by enormous machines that went back and forth, 
by tamping machines, and even by hand, equivalent to a gigantic tooth- 
filling operation. 

The work in connection with that was carried on around the clock 
on a 24-hour basis. 

We have in the last of these large pictures a night scene in the 
wintertime, showing the method and the way the work was carried on. 

All of this work has been done under a planned schedule, and I 
would like to supply for the record, but I do not have it readily at 
hand, a work schedule prepared by the Morrison-Knudsen Co. on 
January 25, 1957, showing the time when various characteristics of 
work were to be carried on. : 

Under that planning, this core-filling work and all of the work in 
the bed of the river was planned to be suspended from March 1 until 
July 1, because the plan of operation was that—inasmuch as there 
was so much work that needed to be carried on outside of the bed of 
the river, such as the powerhouse excavation, the large dark area to 
the left of the picture, the excavation over on the Oregon shore, and 
the vast amount of other work—the most economical thing to do was 
to anticipate that when the high water came down the Snake River 
the cofferdam could be opened and the water would be allowed to flow 
through, the abutment of the dam from the left shore and the right 
shore being carried out just enough to leave an opening. Ordinarily 
we do not get floods of large magnitude in the Snake River until 
April. This year they came along in the last of February. And at 
that time—TI have one of the last pictures taken before the water came 
in, which I would like to offer for the record, which shows a dark 
streak going diagonally across it, the clay core which had been 


started at bedrock, and, as will be seen from the picture, was sub-. 


stantially up to the natural bed of the river at the time. 
I have another picture taken looking downstream, which again 
shows that the clay core had been brought up substantially to the bed 
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of the river, showing the opening that has been deliberately left be- 
tween the two rock abutments of the dam as they were being built. 

And on the 25th of February, as I recall the date, when the water 
became high, the plan was followed that had been previously adopted 
for caring for the water, and first the lower cofferdam was breached by 
bulldozers, allowing the water to pore in, next the intermediate dam, 
and next the higher dam, and the flow of the river was allowed to go 
on down through the channel. © 

The other work has been carried on unimpeded, and the equipment 
and men that were working in the bed of the river have simply been 
moved to the work on the other side. 

As a result of that change, there was a temporary change in labor 
force of 76 men, who were laborers who were being used for hand 
labor in tamping the earth core. This labor force today is back u 
larger than it was before the flood, and the work is going on full 
tilt, and so far as anything can be ascertained at this time there will 
be no interruption in the work. 

I am, Mr. Chairman, like many attorneys, encumbered by so many 
papers, and I have found the work schedule, which I would like to 
hand to the staff for such use as they may determine. 

Senator Anprerson. It will be received by the staff to be retained 
in the files of the committee. 

Mr. Parry. And I have three other pictures showing the condition 
of the work after flood, and with the waters flowing through the 
channel previously selected, and showing the fact that, as I have men- 


_tioned, the spillway excavation area, the powerhouse excavation area, 


and even the points where we were fabricating the penstocks, and all 
of the other matter, is not under water and not inundated. 
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Mr. Parry. The work at the project has been supervised from the 
beginning not only by the company’s engineers and those of the In- 
ternational Engineering Co. of San Francisco, who are doing the 
engineering work, but there has also been selected and there is con- 
stantly in control a board of engineers comprised of Mr. Steele, a 
retired engineer, long chief engineer for the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. 
in California, Dr. Sterns; one of the world’s outstanding geologists, 
and Mr. James Growdon, longtime chief engineer for the Tauieee 
Co. of America and practically the father of these rockfill dams, with 
a slanting earth core. 

And I would like to offer for the record the statement of Mr. James 
P. Growdon, who we had expected to have here present to testify, and 
who was confined at home with a cold, and both for that reason and 
for brevity, if we may offer his statement we would like to do so at 
this time. 

Senator ANDERSON. It will be received for the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


BROWNLEE PROJECT 


Statement by James P. Growdon 


Iam James P. Growdon, born in Iowa in 1884. Educated in the public schools 
of Iowa and Nebraska and have an honorary doctor of engineering degree from 
the University of Nebraska. After leaving the University of Nebraska in 1906, 
I was employed by public-service companies in the Northwest, mostly on the 
design, construction and operation of hydroelectric projects until 1925, at which 
time I was employed by the Aluminum Co. of America. From 1925 until 1954, 
I was assistant chief hydraulic engineer and chief hydraulic engineer of the 
Aluminum Co. of America, engaged primarily in the discovery, evaluation, design, 
construction, and operation of hydroelectric power projects. During World War 
I and World War II, I served in the Corps of Engineers of the United States 
Army with the ranks of lieutenant to colonel, and among the decorations re- 
ceived for service were the Distinguished Service Cross and the Legion of Merit. 

In addition to my work as chief hydraulic engineer of Alcoa, I have done 
consulting work primarily on dams and power projects for the Chief of Engineers, - 
United States Army; several district and division engineers, United States Army; 
United States Navy; several public-service companies in the United States, 
and for several firms of consulting engineers. I have also done consulting 
work in Canada, Surinam, Peru, France, Portugal, Turkey, Iraq, China, South 
Africa, and Afghanistan. 

As hydraulic engineer of the Alcoa, I was personally responsible for the loca- 
tion, design, and construction of hydroelectric power projects totaling over 1 
million horsepower. My consulting work has covered a very wide variety of 
projects, involving the control, conservation, and use of water, among which 
were numbers of projects involving millions of kilowatts of hydroelectric power, 
including the Kitimat project in British Columbia and the St. Lawrence hydro- 
electric project in New York. 

To advise them as to the design and construction of the Brownlee project, 
the Idaho Power Co. retained a board of consulting engineers consisting of Mr. 
I. C. Steele, Dr. Harold G. Stearns, and myself. In this connection, I have been 
thoroughly familiar with all the phases of the design of the Brownlee project. 
The essential features of the Brownlee project are a rockfilled dam with a slop- 
ing impervious core, a diversion channel around the dam site, a spillway having 
a capacity of 300,000 cubic feet per second, an intake and a powerhouse with 
four hydroelectric units initially with provision for fifth and sixth units 
ultimately. 

The type of structure and the design of the Brownlee project are particularly 
well suited for the site. It has my unqualified approval. 

The construction methods and the construction equipment adopted by the 
contractor at the Brownlee project are also particularly well suited to the site. 
The construction schedule provides for generation of power in the fall of 1958. 
This is a very short time in which to build as large and as intricate a project 
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as Brownlee. The progress so far made assures that this schedule will be met. 

The schedule provided for the diversion of the river, the excavation of a core 
trench, and the installation of an impervious core up to the bottom of the river 
channel, after which the cofferdams were to be breached to permit the spring 
flood of 1957 in part to pass down the river channel, as well as through the 
diversion tunnel. The work on the core trench and the impervious core was 
completed ahead of schedule so that the flood of February 25, 1957, did not cause 
any appreciable damage, although it occurred some 2 months earlier than 
expected. : 

The Brownlee project, when completed in accordance with the present plans, 
will be entirely safe and satisfactory in every respect. The costs of construction 
so far incurred gives assurance that the project will be constructed within the 
estimated costs. It will also produce the estimated amount of power, in addition 
to providing substantial flood-control benefits. 

Marcu 2, 1957. 

Mr. Parry. Question has been raised as to the amount, of expendi- 
tures of the company, and I have endeavored to keep the figure cur- 
rent and have asked them to wire me from day to day to be able to 
give the most current figures. And by telegram sent from Idaho on 
March 6, the current expenditures to date by the Idaho Power Co. 
in that reach of the river are $17,582,473 expended through the con- 
‘tractor or otherwise locally. 

In addition to that, the company has obligated itself to various man- 
ufacturers of turbines and generators and other electrical equipment 
in an amount of approximately the sum of $14 million. 

Senator Anperson. Did they pick up the generators that were de- 
signed to go to the Dixon- Yates plant ? 

Mr. Parry. Weren’t they steam ? 

I am not very familiar with Dixon- Yates, but it seems to me that 
was steam. And these, of course, are hydroelectric and entirely 
different. 

The work presently being carried on at Brownlee is excavation of 
the powerhouse, the tailrace, the intake, the spillway, the switchyard, 
and the penstock tunnels, and building of access roads to the power- 
house fabrication of penstocks, and the placement of rock into the main 
dam fill, which can continue from both sides of the viver while the 
water flows through. 

As for Oxbow, we are engaged in building construction, road con- 
struction, transmission lines, and diversion tunnel, and construction of 
the gravel-processing plant. 

The Oxbow plant is the middle of the three plants, and the con- 
struction scheme is to build the large gravel-processing plant at that 
point, so that gravel can then be taken upstream to Brownlee, used 
at Oxbow, and also be taken downstream to the Oxbow site. 

The company will expend ‘during the balance of the year in carry- 
ing on the work approximately another $30 million in construction in 
the canyon, as we call it, and another $10 million in associated trans- 
mission lines and substations. 

In connection with the work that has been carried on and the flood, 
about which so much has been made, we have taken the liberty of pre- 
paring a book of pictures, which we would like to deposit with the 
staff, with enough copies for members of the committee. 

Senator Anprrson. It will be received for the file, and copies will 
be distributed to members of the committee. 
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Mr. Parry. There is one other subject, Mr. Chairman, that 1 would 
like to touch on briefly. 

I commented at the beginning of my testimony that in addition to 
being an attorney specially employed by the Idaho Power Co. in these 
proceedings, ayaa and my firm have been long engaged in represent- 
ing the water users of the State of Idaho, And as is apparent from 
the record in the previous hearing, those water users have from the 
beginning -had a serious objection to the building of the large dam 
downstream below all irrigation in Idaho. 

Senator Anperson. You say the“largedam”? Or any large dam? 

Mr. Parry. Any large dam. 

I would like to refer again to the chart, which indicates the mini- 
mum amount of water that would be available at the Hells Canyon 
site for storage during the storage period. Obviously, since there is 
a power shortage in the lower Columbia, there is no sense in storing 
water at Hells Canyon, when it takes away generation from 6 to 8 
plants downstream. 

The irrigators can see that in the same short water year, when they 
would be short of water, so also would any large dam down ‘below, that 
depended on storage, be short of water. And I may illustrate by i in- 
dicating that in the year 1934, they were only able to fill the American 
Falls Dam about 50 percent. And we have had short water years 
in Idaho, and we remember them.. And we know that any dam with 
a large storage capacity below all irrigation creates physically a con- 
flict. Knowing the conflict, and having the advantage of many il- 
lustrations, such as I may say the demands of California, for instance, 
on the Colorado River, we have every reason to believe that if there 
was to be such a shortage, there would be power brownouts in the 
large cities of the Pacific coast. And if it came to a question as to 
which way to use the water, whether to irrigate farms or produce a 

vast amount of power—that the irrigated areas of Idaho would very 
probably suffer. I think there is no further question on the legal 
proposition that whatever this Congress puts into this bill, w hatever 
the words may be, can be changed by this or any other Congress. I 
think the majority report of this committee issued in 1955 so agreed. 
That being true, the irrigators of Idaho never want to be in the ‘situa- 
tion that ‘they are before this or any other Congress battling over 
scarce water in a low water year or a series of low water years such 
as occurred in 1928 to 1937. And I think the chairman aptly re- 
marked on the situation in the Colorado. We are trying to forestall 
any such situation ever arising. 

In connection with the water-right problem, I have a further 
objection. 

Senator Anperson. Can I go back and say that if you had been a 
resident of one of the upper basin States in the Colorado system 
rather than a resident of Idaho, you would have urged your State to 
oppose the construction of Hoover Dam ? 

Mr. Parry. I would to the extent that they guaranteed a flow of 
water from it. : 

Senator ANnprerson. Well, that was part of the compact. And so 
you would have been opposed to the construction ? 

Mr. Parry. I would have been opposed to that type of compact. 

* Senator Anperson. How did you feel on Bonneville? 
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Mr. Parry. Bonneville is not a storage plant and has the full flow 
of the Columbia River and does not seem to present any conflict with 
our great Idaho irrigated area. , 

Coulee, as has been mentioned here, is of course above the mouth 
of the Snake River. So what they do at Coulee one way or another 
does not affect us at all. 

Senator Anperson. No, but if yow had been a resident of that area 
above it, you would probably have to oppose it, would you not? 

Mr. Parry. Above that are the glaciers and the icefields of Canada, 
Senator. It is not an irrigated area. This is what I have often re- 
ferred to as the arid branch of the Columbia River. That isthe 
Snake River Basin. The irrigation above Coulee is very minor and 
very limited. 

Nonstor Anpverson. Could we take it that it is your advice to the 
people of Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, and New Mexico, to be against 
the construction of Glen Canyon Dam? 

Mr. Parry. I am not sufficiently familiar with the water rights as 
to express an intelligent opinion, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. It is going to be based on a compact, but a 
compact can be changed, like the provisions of a law can be changed 
by Congress. 

Mr. Parry. Well, I take issue with those who say that a compact 
can be blithely changed. I know of none that has ever been changed 
after it has been entered into by the States and the Congress. 

Senator Anperson. Do you know of any law regulating a river this 
way that has ever been changed ? 

Mr. Parry. Could we come back on the compact for a moment? I 
was going to talk about that ina moment. I think that under a com- 
pact property rights are established, which are subject to the full 
protection of the Constitution of the United States, and after rights 
have accrued under a compact, regardless of what Congress may 
do, I do not think they can be taken away without compensation. 

Senator ANprerson. Are you familiar with that Kentucky case that 
was cited ? 

Mr. Parry. As I recall the one you mention, I doubt if there are 
any property rights there of the type I have in mind. 

have, as I started to say, one more objection to the language in 
the current bill, in addition to that which I have already mentioned, 
that it can be changed at will. And there is a lengthy brief by myself 
and my firm in the hearings in 1955 starting at page 778 that I will not 
endeavor to repeat on that subject. And that is this: that even 
though that language says that there shall be no conflict between 
the rights of this dam way down in the corner of the State and all of 
these other irrigation water rights that run clear up to Yellowstone 
Park and up all the tributaries, it leaves the decision of the question 
whether there is a conflict. or not to Federal officials, which I might 
call “Federal bureaucrats.” In other words, if there is a sincere 
endeavor to do what the proponents of this bill say they want to do, 
they would have to have in there the additional provision that the 
waters of the entire Snake River all the way up and down, including 
those at Hells Canyon, would be regulated and controlled by water 
masters such as Mr. Lynn Crandall, whom the water users can hire 
and fire; and that the Government should submit its water rights in 
this respect to the State courts for decision. 
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Now, without those additional provisions, I think the provision, even 
the one that is subject to change. is not effective. 

Senator Anperson. We had some testimony by this representative 
of farm organizations, who spoke, of course, as you did. He said he 


had a chance to elect those State court judges, and he would rather 


trust himself to them than Federal judges. You have been practicing 
law for a good many years. Do you think there is a difference in the 
degree of honesty as between a State judge and a Federal judge? 

Mr. Parry. I would trust not. 

Saar Anverson. Then why would you trust one and not the 
other? 

Mr. Parry. When I say I want the Government to submit itself to 
the jurisdiction of the State court : 

Senator Anperson. Because they are elected, and supposedly are re- 
sponsive to the local will. But what is the difference between the 
Federal court and the local court in their treatment of people? Are 
they not equally fair? 

Mr. Parry. I am saying primarily that—it is not what I want, 
because I do not want it at all, but IT am saying this: that no effective 
provision could be made that would protect the upstream irrigation 
rights unless the United States first consented to be sued on that, 
and to have its water rights interpreted under State law. 

T say next—because we have a great area there, and the Federal 
court sits mainly in Boise, way over in the western part of the State— 
that it is unfair to cause the irrigators or anybody to have to go to 
the additional expense and annoyance of having necessarily to go 
into Federal court. But what I am saying, overall, is that the Gov- 
ernment must consent to be sued and to have its rights determined in 
whatever court. If it is better to have it decided by a Federal judge, 
is he more all-seeing than the State judge? Even so, there has to be 
a consent by the Government to have its rights determined under the 
State law. 

Now, I have had some experience with that—you mentioned mine— 
even in Federal courts. We had quite a tangle over the way the water 
from American Falls Reservoir is handled. That reservoir was 
paid for mainly by the area in green from Milner Dam west, and the 
contribution from some upper valley lands who get water out of 
American Falls by exchange with Jackson Lake. Sometime later it 
was decided that because there was a great shortage of water over 
in the Little Wood River a canal would be built, and it was built, 
to divert water over into the Big Wood River Valley, something not 
contemplated in the beginning at all. Those people had at that time 
no part in the water rights of the river or the reservoir. 

The Secretary of the Interior, I believe Mr. Ickes, made an arbi- 
trary decision that a certain amount of the water was to go off over that 
way regardless. . 

A suit was brought in the Federal court in Idaho. This Mr. Cran- 
dall, who was here, resisted it. And it went to the then Cireuit Court 
of Appeals of the Ninth Circuit and was thrown out on the grounds 
that we could not sue the United States or the Secretary of Interior 
and do anything about our water rights. And to this ryt that portion 
of the water rights of American Falls is being handled by a decree of 
a Government official. 
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Now, that is the sort of thing, Mr. Senator, that we do not want 
to get involved in on a conflict over the length of the river. One of 
the experiences I had was with a young lawyer in Idaho who was de- 
fending a lot of damage suits that my client, an irrigation company, 
was bringing, because the water supply that they had expected to 
get that year out of Jackson Lake, a Government dam under contract, 
was diminished, because an employee of the Government decided he 
wanted to look at the bottom of the gates, and he let all the water out. 
And we were without recourse. : 

We have a constant one confronting us now. There isa Government- 
operated dam at Minidoka indicated on the map, downstream from 
the American Falls. And in years of short water there is a conflict 
of interest. The irrigators desire to store their water in American 
Falls Dam and use it for irrigation. 

There is a desire on the part of the Bureau of Reclamation and others 
to operate their Minidoka powerplant. There is not enough water to 
do both. And in certain years we were forced—and by “we,” I mean 
the water users—to release badly needed water from American Falls 
to keep that downstream powerplant operating. 

At the present time, we are operating under this kind of a contract, 
which we were forced to enter into. 

The water users have agreed that if the Government will kindly 
refrain from demanding water for that powerplant out of American 
Falls and the other reservoirs in low water years, we, the water users, 
will pay them each year the amount it costs them to buy replacement 
power, and it adds an actual cost every year on to the water users, 
sometimes up to the possible extent of $50,000. 

Now, there are concrete examples that we have had in Idaho of the 
conflict between irrigation water rights and water rights claimed by 
a high dam. 

Senator AnpErson. Would it be safe to assume, then, that you would 
have preferred to have the Anderson Ranch Dam, the Palisades Dam, 
and all those, built by the State of Idaho? 

Mr. Parry. Oh, no. I see no analogy between that and what I am 
discussing. 

Senator Anperson. You are so worried about these Federal offi- 
cials that open up the gates and make you pay extra for it. 

Mr. Parry. Well, it has been done. And, as has been mentioned, 
this bill, S. 1333, before the previous Congress, and then last year 
there was a hearing as to the Barrett bill. We are all familiar with the 
Barrett bill. It was an attempt to establish State water rights stronger 
than they are at the present time. And on the witness stand was Mr. 
J. Lee Rankin, presently the Solicitor General of the United States, 
and Mr. Budge asked him these questions———- 

Senator Anprerson. Mister who? 

Mr. Parry. Mr. Budge, Congressman Budge, of Idaho. 

In other words, if this Congress should pass the Hells Canyon bill, the control 
over the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries would be under the con- 


trol of the Federal Government insofar as any conflict arose between the opera- 
tion of the project and State water laws? 


Mr. RANKIN. I think that would have to follow. 


So my authority is none other than the Solicitor General of the 
United States. And for that reason, the water users think that there 
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isn’t, for a variety of reasons, proper protection to them in the bill 
currently before your committee. 

Senator Anperson. How long was Mr. Rankin testifying? Several 
hours ? 

Mr. Parry. I think he was. 

Senator Anprerson. And you found one sentence in those several 
hours that gave you some concern ? 

Mr. Parry. I found one direct question to which I wanted an answer. 

Senator Anperson. We do not know anything about what the back- 
ground of that question was or what it related to. 

Mr. Parry. It related to this particular bill. 

Senator Anprerson. It related to the Barrett bill; did it not? 

Mr. Parry. No; it related to S. 1333. That was the bill Mr. Budge 
had been mentioning to him. I read it again: “If this Congress” 

Senator Anperson. Where was this hearing? - 

Mr. Parry. I willbe glad to supply it here in the record. 

Senator Warkins. Before the House committee? 

Mr. Parry. Before the House committee. 

Senator ANperson. How did the Barrett bill get before the House 
committee ? 

“Mr. Parry. It wasa similar bill. 

Senator Warxins. He testified here after he testified over in: the 
House. We had Mr. Rankin before this committee as well. 

Mr. Parry. The hearings were on H. R. 5743, of the 82d Congress, 
page 5782. It was identical with the Barrett bill. Lam not sure, but my 
memory is that Congressman Engle introduced that bill. There were 
a group of them introduced over there in the House. And they had 
lengthy hearings on it. All the facets of the conflict between State 
and Federal water laws came out. And as the chairman is well aware, 
it is a very live subject in the West. The question was there raised as 
to language which is substantially identical with that which is in S. 
555, and the Solicitor General said that would pass the control as 
stated. That is the thing to which the water users of Idaho object. 
They are jealously desirous of guarding their own headwaters and 
having this water handled by water masters of their own election. 

Senator Warkins. Did Mr. Rankin indicate that he was familiar 
with the subject matter of the particular bill under discussion ? 

Mr. Parry. I understand so, yes. 

Senator Warkins. Did he say so? . 

Mr. Parry. I do not have before me the entire record, but as I read 
it about a year ago, he expressed no doubt to the contrary and had been 
called to testify on the subject. 

Senator Warkrys. That is a question which has arisen a good many 
times in the Department of Justice and in the Department of the 
Interior. 

Mr. Parry. That is correct. We had that in the Santa Margarita 
case and many others. 

Senator Warkins. This question of whether the Government can 
be sued, of course, can arise in a State court as well. 

Mr. Parry. It often does. 

Senator DworsHak. Mr. Parry, you heard yesterday all the testi- 
mony when there was displayed violent disagreement among members 
of this committee over the relative or comparative operation of the 
Snake River—under Federal control, with dams under Federal con- 








278 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


trol, or under State law. Can you tell us briefly to what extent your 
rivately constructed and operated Brownlee Dam is subject to regu- 
ation or control by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Parry. Throughout the proceedings before the Federal Power 
Commission, the Idaho Power Co. operated on the basis of the water 
rights which had been granted by the State of Idaho, in which there 
was an absolute statement that all water rights for those dams would 
be junior and inferior to all upstream irrigation rights, both present 
dt future. As far back as the hearing in 1948, a statement was 
made to the Oregon Hydroelectric Commission that so far as any 
water rights from Oregon were concerned, the company consented 

‘to the same agreement. It is, if anything, a selfish agreement. The 

irrigators are the Idaho Power Co.’s largest customers. But, any- 
how, we have agreed to it always. Throughout the Federal Power 
Commission hearing, we reiterated that. And the license issued by 
the Federal Power Commission specifically provided the same thing. 
So I think it is as tightly tied down as it is humanly possible to do so, 
and not subject to change during the license period, that any right 
that we would claim is junior and inferior to all present and future 
irrigation rights. 

The same thing is true of the company’s C. J. Strike Dam, that some 
witness here referred to as though some great advantage had been 
taken of the water users. There is the same kind of a provision in 
that. 

Senator Dworsuax. Are you stating that the Federal Government, 
through its various departments or agencies, does not have the same 
cabtgols over the operation of your private dam at Brownlee as the 
Federal Government would have over a Government-constructed an 
operated dam whether it be high or low ? 

Mr. Parry. The Federal Government would have no control at all, 
insofar as we can see, over our Federal dams with respect to water 
rights. It has been decided in a number of cases, contrary to some 
statements that have been made in this hearing, that the sovereignty 
of the United States and its privileges and rights does not pass to a 
licensee under the Federal Power Act. The licensee does have certain 
rights that the State cannot interfere with. 

It has been specifically held, in the Pelton Dam case in Oregon and 
others, that a State cannot veto or prevent the construction of a project. 
But it has also been decided, as I said, that the sovereignty of the 
United States does not transfer over and become a cloak around a 
Federal licensee. 


Senator Dworsnax. But could I ask you one more question on that 


point? If the Federal Government were to build a high or a low 
head dam on that stretch of the Snake River, what controls or juris- 
diction would the State of Idaho have over the operation of that 
structure ? 

Mr. Parry. I would say—not to be facetious—that it would be 
zero, none. And in fact, I have sat in many water meetings with all 
varieties of Federal representatives on various dams, and they have 
constantly asserted that theory, and I think it is sound. 

Now, the last objection that we have to any attempt for a Federal 


dam there at this time is based on this question of compact. As I 
said, I have been chairman of the Idaho Joint Commission to negoti- 
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ate that compact. I have been on the executive committee. I have 
served on the legal and drafting committee. We have had somethin 
over 75 meetings. I stated at the first meeting, and I have state 
continuously, and I argued at the last meeting, that we in Idaho are 
saying that downstream nonconsumptive uses should not. interfere 
oe upstream consumption, because water is the lifeblood of our 

tate. “4 

After a great deal of argument with Oregon and Washington an 
with men of good will who I think were trying to work out a com- 
pact, we agreed on a sort of a compromise. And they agreed in that 
compact that upstream consumptive uses could have priority up to 
and including all of those that had accrued by the year 2000, with 
another escape clause that if, at that time, there is unanimous agree- 
ment among the States, that day could be. postponed to the year 2050. 
But the compact has been drawn, and it does not provide that the 
upstream State release any specific amount of water downstream, 
but on the contrary it provides an absolute priority for consumptive 
uses of all those up to and including the year 2000. 

We in Idaho have stood on that: point strongly, and we have in- 
sisted that, as has been referred to, we do not want it to be effective 
unless the United States also agrees to that. Because we want that 
compact to make it clear that none of the downstream Federal dams, 
whether they are Hells Canyon or wherever they are, are going to be 
able to claim a priority over the consumptive uses, which are the only 
avenue for future economic development in Idaho. That has been 
our position from the beginning. I doubt that it will change in the 
immediate future. 

Senator DworsHak. In referring to “we,” now, are you speaking 
for Idaho Power, or for the irrigators ? 

Mr. Parry. I am speaking for the Idaho Compact Commission, in 
which we have honestly endeavored to represent everybody in Idaho, 
farmers, power companies, merchants, and everyone. Because we 
think the future of southern Idaho—it is the one great desert area 
in the Columbia Basin, and we think our future is going to be eventu- 
ally limited solely by the amount of water that we can divert. And 
we do not want it tied up in power rights downstream, because it 
has been our argument that water that is used for domestic use or for 
agricultural use has no replacement; that water used for power does 
have a replacement, either by so-called fossil fuels or by atomic 
fuel. But so far as agricultural use is concerned, there is no substi- 
tute, and therefore we should keep a very reasonable priority. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. Do you think that the failure to negotiate a 
compact in the Columbia River Valley with the approval of Oregon 
and Washington will retard future water resource development in the 
basin ? 

Mr. Parry. It at least throws a cloud upon it, Senator. Now, irri- 
gation development is going ahead there in Idaho. There are men 
who are putting their own money in and taking chances. I stated 
yesterday that we have had a growth of irrigation development in 
Idaho by private enterprise that exceeds that of many of these large 
Government projects. 

Senator Anperson. I have taken another look at this Rankin state- 
ment. The preliminary language was of some interest in it, because 
Mr. Budge laid down some assumptions. 
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Do you believe that if a State law was passed to try to control the 
Snake River, the Federal Government would not have its rights to 
serve the navigation interests along that stream ? 

Mr. Parry. A State law? 

Senator Anperson. Yes; a State project. If this was put in under 
a State project, or put in by your company as you are now proposing 
to put it, that the Federal Government thereby surrenders its rights to 

control navigation on that stream ? 

Mr. Parry. Certainly not. 

Senator Anperson. ‘That is somewhat the question that was put to 
Mr. Rankin, was it not? 

Mr. Parry. No; I think not. 

Senator Anperson. I do not wish to read it all, but Mr. Budge said: 

Just one question, and then I will yield. To bring this down to a specific bill 
which is pending before this committee, and assuming that Congress would enact 
H. R. 741 (a bill being considered by the last Congress and intended to protect the 
rights here being discussed) or some similar bill, if that statute were on the 
statute books, then if we were to pass Hells Canyon, which is pending before this 
committee, which says this: “In order to foster comprehensive development of 
the resources of the Snake River and its tributaries, the Congress, in the exercise 
of its constitutional authority to provide for the general welfare, to regulate 
commerce, among the States, and to make all needed rules and regulations re- 
specting property belonging to the United States, and for the purpose, among 
others, of controlling and using the Snake River and its tributaries for beneficial 
objects, including generation of hydroelectric power and energy for the national 
defense and other purposes’—if that bill were enacted, then would the State laws 
be abrogated so far as the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries are 
concerned ? 

Mr. RANKIN. You have to have certain assumptions. Assume that it is a valid 
Federal project-—and we would assume that—and that the Congress approved 
that action, any place where the State law would interfere with the carrying out 
of the will of Congress, we would say that the executive branch did not have to 
comply with that particular part of the Statelaw. * * * 

Would you agree with that? 

Mr. Parry. Surely. That is the example I have been running into 
for 35 years. 

Senator Anperson. Now, are you going to assume that Congress will 
improperly interfere with the water r ights? 

Mr. Parry. Someone has stated here that men fight over water 
more than they do women, and what is improper or proper I do not 
know. 

Senator Anperson. That goes into the hearings going on on the 
third floor. 

Mr. Parry. More wildlife. But the main project in operating the 
Snake River is an item of judgment. In other words, decisions have 
to be made. They aré not absolute or precise. Having in mind the 
precipitation, whether you should run more water in August or se 
tember or should you store it in the reservoir to use again next yea 
and so on, there are innumerable items of judgment. ‘And they have 
the greatest effect on the amount of irrigation waters in a complex 
system such as we have on the Snake River, where there is a great 
intermingling of natural flow rights, storage rights, rights of different. 
prior ities, powerplants in between. And who is going to say what is 
proper or improper, Senator ¢ 

Again, I think I represent the sentiment of all the irrigators that 
we want it decided in some courts in Idaho, preferably State courts. 
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If there is anything wrong, and we have to have a Federal judge, 
then we want the United States to consent to be sued and come in on 
an equal basis with any other man claiming a water right. 

Senator Anperson. We have had some water experience in Cali- 
fornia. Recently the California Supreme Court held that the limi- 
tation of 368 acres was not valid. The justices out there, as you say, 
are responsive to them, even though the projects were put in in accord- 
ance with an agreement with the Federal Government. 

Mr. Parry. My familiarity with that case is that it came up under 
the California irrigation district law, an irrigation district created 
under the laws of California, and had contracted with the Federal 
Government, and the Supreme Court of California held that that irri- 
gation district, which was a subdivision of the State of California, 
was governed by the California laws and the law as to the 168-acre 
limitation was invalid. But whether that decision was valid will 
finally be determined by the Supreme Court. 

Senator Anverson. The State court is not going to have the last 
word, 

_Mr. Parry. Well, there are times. 

Senator Warxrins. I would like to ask something about the use of 

yater for storage in Federal dams in the State of Idaho. By that I 
mean how the Reclamation Bureau proceeds with the acquisition of 
rights to store water. 

First of all, do you have a system whereby the applicant for use 
of water has to apply. for a permit or license or a certificate of some 
kind to justify him going ahead to make an appropriation ? 

Mr. Parry. I think it might be briefly described, Senator, as a dual 

system. We do have a sy stem of making applications for licenses 
and permits, both natural flow rights and storage rights. But that 
is not exclusive. The Constitution of the State of Idaho provides, in 
brief, that anyone who has diverted and used water shall never be 
deprived of his right to do so. 

Senator Wirxins. That is the doctrine of beneficial use. 

Mr. Parry. That is right. And our Idaho Supreme Court there- 
fore held unconstitutional an attempt by the legislature a good many 
years ago to permit a license to be made exclusive, as it is in many 
other States. 

So at the present time in Idaho you can acquire a right in either 
of 2 ways, either by actually using it or by going in asking first for 
a permit and then a license. In either event, the most common pro- 
ceeding is to eventually get is adjudicated in a district court, or in 
court, because they have another statute saying that all court adjudi- 
cated rights have priority over all rights. 

Sol hope that answers your question. 

Senator Warxtns. Well, now, suppose the Bureau of Reclamation 
are building projects such as the Anderson Dam. Does it make an 
application | to the State engineer, to a body that handles water appli- 

cations ? : 

Mr. Parry. So far as I know, the Bureau of Reclamation in Idaho 
has applied for a State water license in every project they have built 
in the State. 

Senator Warxins. That is for power as well as for consumptive 
use ¢ 
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Mr. Parry. I think they have. 
Senator Warxxiys. In the particular case you have in mind at 
Hells Canyon, the power company would not have to apply for an 
sppivention to the State of Idaho, would it? 

-Mr. Parry. The power company ? 

Senator WaTKiNs. Yes. 

Mr. Parry. Well, we have felt that we should, and have done so. 

Senator Warxins. That has been your determination? 

Mr. Parry. And there is a permit with the provisions in it. 

Senator Warxins. You have a permit not only from the Federal 
Government but a State license? : 

Mr. Parry. As I went into some time before you came in, as a con- 
dition precedent to our application for proceeding before the Federal 
Power Commission, we went to the State of Idaho and applied for a 
power project, which has within it the specific provision that all of 
the water rights we have acquired are sales to all irrigation water 
rights, either present or future. We have requested the same type of 
license from the State of Oregon. There has been some conflict over 
there. But throughout the whole of the Federal Power proceedings, 
we acquiesced in that limitation, and it is in our license. 

Senator Warxrins. Well, whatever right you get from the State 
of Idaho, whatever rights are required, the priority as to the date 
when you do build will be subject, of course, to all prior rights in 
the State of Idaho? 

Mr. Parry. That is right. We have absolute law of priority in 
Idaho. 

Senator Watkins. That is very much the same as it is in Utah. 

Mr. Parry. I think so; yes. 

Senator Watkins. And that is true as to the Federal Government 
there, in every case that 1 know of, except with respect to the Federal 
projects—by that I mean on the interstate streams. 

Mr. Parry. The Army engineers, so far as I know, have refused to 
ask for licenses or permits on the projects they have built in Idaho, 
but the Bureau of Reclamation, under the provisions of the Reclama- 
tion Act, have done so. 

Senator Watkins. Let me ask you your views with respect to section 
2 of S. 555. I take it you are thoroughly acquainted with that 
provision ? 

Mr. Parry. Yes. 

Senator Warxrns. I have been reading it, and I am having a diffi- 
cult time to see wherein it gives any protection to particularly future 
rights upstream. In other words, it says, in effect, that the operation 
of the Hells Canyon Dam shall not conflict with or be subordinate to 

resent and future rights to the use of water valid under State law. 
Well, that is like saying that the general law is that if you build a 
project of any kind you will be junior to those built ahead of you. If 
they are on the same stream, you will be junior to them. That does 
not declare any more than what the law is, does it? 

Mr. Parry. Well, I have felt, and apparently you have, also, that 
that is quite obscure language. 

Now, I have heard some witnesses claim that that language does 
give priority over subsequent rights. 

Senator Warxins. Nowhere does it say in there that Idaho has a 
prior right to so much of that water or all of that water for consump- 
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tive uses. Now, to be a full protection it would have to grant specifi- 
cally, or say specifically that the Hells Canyon, or even your own use, 
would be subject to the right of Idaho to the future prior use of all 
this water, it can possibly use for consumptive purposes. 

Mr. Parry. That is what we have been trying to get in the compact. 


And that is why I have wondered at the statements I have heard of _ 


certain proponents of this bill how willing they are to give Idaho 
this so-called protection in one breath and in another breath state, in 
effect, that never will they permit a compact to go in there. 

Senator Warxrns. Of course, you see, Idaho, or Washington and 
Oregon, are not bound by this. They are perfectly willing for Uncle 
Sam to say something, but not for Idaho and Washington to say any- 
thing about it or sign a binding agreement. 

Mr. Parry. That is why we have requested that. 

Senator Warxins. That is the reason why I have been very suspi- 
cious of their attitude, when they say in 1 breath they will not sign 
a compact. : 

Now, maybe they will be willing to have the language of the compact 
put in this bill. Would that give any protection ? 

Mr. Parry. I still believe that we are getting to the point that was 
mentioned a minute ago and that was mentioned by Mr. Rankin, that 
whatever language we put in there, unless we go further and state 
specifically that the Federal Government is consenting to be sued and 
to have its rights determined under State law, and in all ways governed 
just the same as every other water user, we are taking the control of the 
waters of the Snake River away from our water master, Mr. Crandall, 
and handing it over to the bureaucrats. 

Senator Warxkrns. You would have to have the consent of Uncle 
Sam in this to be sued. 

Mr. Parry. That is right. 

Senator Warkins. We could write that in. Congress has the right 
to give such consent. 

Mr. Parry. That is right. 

Senator Watkins. And then we ought to specify also that Idaho 
does now have a prior right to water for future use. 

Mr. Parry. That would be vastly better than the language that is 
there. . 

Senator Watkins. Well, if there is going to be any protection given 
whatsoever. What is stated here is what is already the law. Nothing 
more is given than what you already have. You agree with that, 
do you? 

Mr. Parry. Except that I have heard some argument that that 
does give priority perhaps to later irrigation rights. 

Senator Watkins. Well, what are they? It just says if they are 
valid under State law. 

Mr. Parry. Yes. It is obscure and indefinite. 

Senator Watkins. Well, as to the future, of course, you cannot 
tell just how these rights are going to arise, and it is very difficult, 
unless you do make the concession that there are such prior rights 
and that Idaho, for instance, would have the right to use whatever 


-water it can out of the stream. 
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Mr. Parry. And then the minute you do that, I think we run into 
this question we have indicated: That the high dam becomes economi- 
cally infeasible. So I think we just go around in circles. 

Senator Warxrins. That is the reason I think they do not put any 
of those real protections in there. Because they do not want to render 
their dam infeasible. Because if they cannot get that water it might 
be shut down any number of years, and if it is going to be shut down, 
the United States Congress should not appropriate a.dime to build 
it, because it would be a white elephant. 

"Mr. Parry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for hearing me. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Sharp? 

Before you start: I have received from a Mr. Hatch, of New York, 
a letter with reference to the situation, that I will put in the record 
at this point. I think it is largely a record relating to conservation, 
listing their views. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


: PrtTernoro, N. Y., Jlarch 7, 1957. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Irrigation and Reclamation Subcommittee, 
Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 

Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR: I wish to add my voice to the many thousands who favor 
construction of the high dam in Hells Canyon on the Snake River and abandon- 
ment of the Bruces Eddy Dam on the North Fork of the Clearwater River. 

The fact that I am writing from New York State does not inean that I am 
merely a conservationist who is fighting for a principle. I happen to know 
both the Hells Canyon and the North Fork of the Clearwater intimately. I have 
ridden the mail and freight boat that plies the Snake from Lewiston, Idaho, 
through Hells Canyon and up as far as Johnson’s Bar (the end of possible 
navigation) perhaps 50 times. It is a beautiful, precipitous, and almost solid- 
rock country which has little real value for wildlife and forests. Much as I 
dislike these big dams, if they must be built, the Hells Canyon Dam will do far 
less harm than the Bruces Eddy Dam. 

As for the North Fork of the Clearwater River and the Lockso and Selway 
Rivers which will be inundated by the Bruces Eddy Dam, I hesitate even to 
guess how much time I have spent in this magnificent country. I used the 
Selway elk herd as a classical example of inadequate winter range in teaching 
game management at the University of Idaho. We made annual field trips to 
the area. I placed a graduate game student on the Selway for 5 months and 
visited him often. I’ve been on several 2-week field trips with the Forest Service 
in the area. I fished the North Fork, the Lockso, and the Selway for years. I 
have bagged upwards of a dozen elk, and hundreds of blue grouse in these areas. 
Last fall my son and daughter and their families made what they assumed may 
be their last float trip down the North Fork and caught some wonderful trout. 

I have mentioned all this because I feel that I am uniquely qualified to pass 
judgment on the merits of the two dam sites from the viewpoint of their effects 
upon wildlife and forests in Idaho. I urge you to abandon Bruces Eddy in favor 
of the high dam in Hells Canyon. 

Yours truly, 
A. B. Harca. 


Senator AnpDeRSON. I have, from the Chamber of Commerce of the 
United States, its statement with reference to the bill, which T think 
has generally been in opposition to the bill, and I think will be again 
this time. 

We will put that in the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT BY THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES 


The Chamber of Commerce of the United States is opposed to Federal con- 
struction of a power dam at Hells Canyon on the Snake River, as proposed in 
8S. 555 and similar bills. 
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Instead, we recommend that hydroelectric power from the Snake River be 
developed according to the terms of the Federal Power Act, under which the 
Federal Power Commission has granted a license to the Idaho Power Co, 

According to information presented to the Federal Power Commission and to 
this committee, the Idaho Power Co. will develop power from the Snake River 
with a series of three dams to be built and operated according to sound financial, 
economic, and engineering criteria. The company will produce electricity at.a 
regulated price for consumer use in its service area. This power will be inter- 
connected with the Northwest Power Pool for use throughout the Northwest. 
These new facilities and their operations will be subject to taxation by Federal, 
State and local governments. 

These are some of the facts presented in testimony by expert technical wit- 
nesses. All of the facts and figures necessary to judge the adequacy of the 
company proposal have been made public. On the basis of this information, the 
Federal Power Commission issued a license to the Idaho Power Co. to build the 
three dams. 

The National Chamber believes that the public record prov es the following 
points: 


1, The company program will develop the full economic potential of that 
portion of the Snake River. 

2. The company program provides an immediate and substantial contribu- 
tion to the power requirements of the region. 

8. On a comparable basis, power can be produced from the company dams 
at lower cost than from a single Federal dam. 

4. The three-dam program of the company provides adequate water storage 
for power production. 

5. The company program satisfies the other purposes of flood control, 
navigation, and recreation as required by the Federal Power Act. 

6. The company plan is feasible, economic, and soundly engineered. 

The Idaho Power Co. will be regulated by the Federal Power Commission 
according to terms of the Federal Power Act. In addition, its operations will be 
subject to regulation by several other Federal agencies regarding such matters 
as flood-control storage, and securities. Furthermore, the Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission has jurisdiction over all phases of the electric utility business in 
that State. It should be evident that the public interest in the resources of the 
Snake River will be adequately protected under the company plan. 

The national chamber believes that all the pertinent evidence now available 
shows conclusively that Snake River power should be developed in accordance 
with the proposed program of the Idaho Power Co. Such development would be 
in the best interest of the local region and of the entire country. 

As far as Federal statutes are concerned, the Idaho Power project is no 
different from any non-Federal project on a navigable stream, being subject to the 
Federa\| Power Act of 1920—the only specific waterpower policy ever enacted by 
the Congress. Justification for most Federal projects, on the other hand, has 
been biased on either the commerce clause or the general welfare clause of the 
Constitution, or in the name of national defense. In this way, many Federal 
projects have escaped the important controls of the Federal Power Act. Any 
authority claimed by the Federal Government to generate electricity as a by- 
product of reclaiming arid lands, controlling floods, or improving navigation has 
been assumed rather than having been granted. Even this assumed authority has 
been grossly abused. 

Commercial production of electric power from the Snake River or any other 
river is not a justifiable function of the Federal Government. It is a job for 
private enterprise. Since the project in question is primarily and essentially a 
power development, it should not be constructed by Government with taxes col- 
lected from all. Furthermore, the proposed Federal project is not being promoted 
by any agency of the Government. 

There are four important reasons for opposing a Federal Hells Canyon Dam: 

1. The first is that a privately owner project is now under construction. The 
Idaho Power Co., under terms of the Federal Power Act, is building the first 
of three dams in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River. More than $18 
million has been spent and another $15 million obligated to date. Power from the 
first unit of Brownlee Dam will be available by midyear 1958, with full production: 
before the end of 1958. There are no sound reasons for destroying this project. 

2. The second reason is that the estimated 400 million tax dollars for a Fed+ 
eral dam are more urgently needed on other projects. The Pacific Northwest 
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alone will need investments of between $300 and $400 million a year to supply 
the region’s increasing demands for power. In view of the great number of 
worthwhile river developments throughout the country requiring Federal par- 
ticipation, tax dollars should not be used for a project in which private enter- 
prise is ready and willing to invest its money. There are no sound reasons for 
calling on the taxpayers to build a Federal power project at Hells Canyon. 

8. The third reason for opposing the Federal project is that it would produce 
no tax revenues to local, State, and Federal Governments. The Idaho Power 
©o. project would produce annual tax benefits amounting to nearly $10 million. 
Over the 50-year period of the FPC license, the company would contribute ap- 
proximately $487 million in taxes to local, State, and Federal treasuries, accord- 
ing to its testimony before the Federal Power Commission. 

Advocates of Federal power may scoff at recitals of how many millions of 
dollars the private developers would pay back in taxes. They like to point out 
that the money which private utilities pay in taxes is collected through rate 
allowances, thus making private firms tax collectors and not taxpayers. This 
claim ignores the fundamental principle of the capitalistic system: that all 
expenses of doing business, including taxes, must be paid finally by the consumer 
in the price of the commodity. The $10 million per year collected by Idaho 
Power Co. in their rates to power customers would be no different in character 
than other taxes included in the prices people pay for food, shelter, or other 
goods and services. There are no sound arguments for a $400 million tax burden 
in lieu of a $487 million tax benefit. 

4. Point No. 4 against a Federal Hells Canyon Dam is that it would increase 
the subsidy furnished by the Nation’s taxpayers to certain preferred power 
customers. The so-called preference provisions in Federal power legislation 
establish a policy of discrimination between customers of public agencies and 
private companies, thus favoring the few at the expense of all. 

The Hoover Commission Task Force on Water Resources and Power, for 
instance, found out that these subsidies and preferences favor less than 20 per- 
cent of the population. This is sharply illustrated in the case of the Middle 
Atlantic States, which have 20 percent of the United States population, pay 
nearly 30 percent of the total taxes, but receive no Federal power. An outstand- 
ing example is New York State, with 10 percent of the population and paying 15 
percent of the taxes. New Yorkers have little interest in financing Federal 
power in Oregon. , 

Under the Idaho Power Co. development, however, only the users of the power 
will be paying for it, and they will be paying their fair share of taxes in these 
power rates. 

Furthermore, one of the major arguments for the Hells Canyon proposal is 
that Federal power is needed as a “yardstick” for measuring the rates and 
operations of private power. The yardstick theory, which originated as an 
attempt to justify TVA’s subsidized electricity, has long since been thoroughly 
discredited. Its falsity is clearly demonstrated by honest comparisons of the 
real differences between Federal and private power rates. 

Not knowing that the yardstick tries to compare two different sets of condi- 
tions, the general public has been misled into believeing that Federal power is 
cheap. The Hoover Commission, however, has shown that Federal power gen- 
erally has been sold at below the actual cost of production. The erroneous 
belief in cheap power has been encouraged by those who benefit from it and by 
advocates of enlarged Federal spending. 

The fact is that Federal power rates are low only because certain costs have 
been neglected. Three important elements of cost are missing from the Federal- 
power yardstick. The Government charges some of the costs of producing power 
to navigation, flood control, and other functions; the Government pays lower 
rates of interest on borrowed funds, and often absorbs the cost of interest during 
construction rather than including it in the power investment; and the Govy- 
ernment avoids tax obligations which are part of a private company’s costs. 

If the average private power firm could forego paying taxes, it could afford 
to give free electricity to all of its residential customers without raising rates 
to commercial and industrial customers. Statistics compiled by the Federal 
Power Commission show that during 1955 the Nation’s private utilities paid out 
in taxes 22.6 cents of every dollar of revenue. At the same time their revenues 
from sales to residential and domestic customers. were 20.2 cents out of every 
dollar of revenue. The freedom from taxes enjoyed by Federal power opera- 
tions more than offsets the difference in rates between Federal and private 
power. The yardstick theory is obviously unsound. 
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In addition to these four specific objections to Federal power at Hells Canyon, 
it should be noted that this project would constitute a serious encroachment by 
Government into the field of private commercial enterprise. Development of 
the water resources of the United States, although in the national interest, is a 
job primarily and traditionally for private initiative. The various levels of 
government should participate only when they have definite interests and re- 
sponsibilities that cannot be carried out under private development. This is 
certainly not the case on the Snake River project at Hells Canyon. 

Over the years the Congress has authorized many projects for Federal con- 
struction which have produced tangible and worthwhile benefits in flood con- 
trol, navigation, irrigation, water supply, and other improvements. Many of 
these benefits could not have been attained without Government aid. The pro- 
grams should be continued wherever the National interest can best be served 
economically and feasibly through such Federal means. However, the Congress 
should not authorize any project which can be undertaken by local interests, 
It should, instead, recognize and encourage the willingness of local groups to 
finance and construct any project which will produce local benefits, including 
electricity for local use, in conformity with the national interest in the resources 
being developed. 

The Congress, therefore, should not authorize Federal construction of a power 
dam at Hells Canyon, and should not overthrow the action of the Federal Power 
Commission in granting a development license to the Idaho Power Co. 

We strongly urge your committee to vote against S. 555. 


Senator Dworsuax. Mr. Chairman, may I ask permission to in- 
sert at this point in the record a brief statement by Mr. William E. 
Adams, master of the Idaho State Grange? 

Senator Anperson. The statement will be inserted. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. ApAms, MASTER, IDAHO Strate GRANGE, BAGLE, IDAHO 


My name is William EH. Adams; I live at Hagle, Idaho, and I am a master of 
the Idaho State Grange. 

The Idaho State Grange, through action of its delegates in four consecutive 
State conventions, has voted its oppostion to impairment of the water rights of 
Idaho citizens under legislation introduced in the Congress calling for construc- 
tion by the Federal Government of a high dam at Hells Canyon. Complete 
copies of the resolutions adopted at these four meetings are made a part of this 
statement in opposition. 

As it was so clearly stated in the 1952 resolution, “the Idaho constitution and 
Idaho water laws provide safeguards of the irrigation water supply as to 
parties and persons over whom the State of Idaho has jurisdiction, but does not 
provide protection as to the Federal Government or any of its agencies. * * * 
Those safeguards apply when Snake River is developed by private enterprise but 
have no standing if a Federal hydroelectric project is constructed on the river.” 

It has heen clearly demonstrated that no action short of an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States can assure Idaho of freedom from pos- 
sible adverse action in the allocation of water from the streams of the State. 
Therefore, on behalf of the Idaho State Grange, and acting under directed 
authority expressed in the resolutions which follow, I wish the record to show 
that the Idaho State Grange is unalterably opposed to legislation now pending 
calling for construction of a Federal dam at Hells Canyon since it fails to afford 
adequate protection to the vital water resources of the State of Idaho. 


Senator Anperson. I have some mail—I assume other Senators have 
letters and telegrams—we will just make blanket authority here, if 
there is no objection, that these may be submitted to the committee, 
and if they are of reasonable number—lI do not want to pad the record 
out with a thousand letters—they may be put in the record at this 
point. 

Senator Dworsuax. I do not think we ought to fill up the record 
with a lot of letters from individuals, but merely from groups that are 
representative. 
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Senator Anperson, I will say to Senator Dworshak that I do not, 
either. I have not put in any letters except this one that came from a 
conservationist. 





































STATEMENT OF N. V. SHARP, CHAIRMAN, THE COMMITTEE OF 
NINE, FILER, IDAHO 


Mr. Suarr. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me to appear before 
this committee again, and I will assure you that I will only take a very 
few minutes. I have a number of copies here, I think enough for all 
the committee members. 

Senator Anperson. You have been good and patient, Mr. Sharp. 
You take such time as you deem necessary. 

Mr. Suarpr. I have been very much confused at this hearing, more 
I think than at any other hearing that I have been through on Hells 
Canyon, and I feel very fortunate that I have the opportunity to 
appear after Mr. Parry. 

I think Mr. Parry made an excellent statement, and that is all the 
more reason why I think there is no need for me to take much if the 
committee’s time. 

I am chairman of the Committee of Nine of the Water District No. 
36, of which Mr. Crandall is watermaster. Only last Monday, March 
4, we had our regular annual meeting of the district, and again elected 
Mr. Crandall. And again we passed a resolution in opposition to the 
bill that you have before you, and there is a copy of that in my state- 
ment. 

Senator ANprrson. The copy of the resolution will be placed in the 
record at the end of your statement. 

Mr. Suarp. I would like to draw to your attention also the letter, 
on the last page of my statement, from Secretary Seaton where he 
presented us with an honorary certificate that we were very proud of. 
Of course, Mr. Seaton was not there, but it was presented through Mr. 
Nelson, the regional director. And it was something that we were 
very proud of. 

Senator Anperson. I am sure you are entitled to be proud of it, 
because a Conservation Service award is something that all you people 
ought to be proud of. 

Mr. Sarr. I want to say for the purpose of the record that I have 
sat on the Twin Falls South Side Board of Directors since 1924, I 
have been elected about 30 times to that board of directors. They are 
a nonprofit board, and that board has elected me to the committee of 
nine for, I think, some 20 years, and I think the last perhaps 10 or 12 
years I have acted as chairman of that committee. And perhaps that 
is one of the reasons that the water users of that district have been 
sending me to Washington. Not that I am an orator. I have no 
legal ability. Iam not an engineer. I am just a farmer. But I do 
have, I think, the respect of the water users of southern Idaho. And 
I want to reiterate again that we think a lot of Mr. Crandall as water- 
master and as an engineer, but we do not think much of his opinion 
as to the feasibility of Hells Canyon. 

I do not believe there is any use for me to say anything further 
about my statement, Mr. Chairman. If there are any questions which 
any members of the committee would like to ask me, I will endeavor 
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to answer them. But I think Mr. Parry has given the most compre- 
hensive statement that I have heard at any time since I have been 
attending these committee meetings. 

Senator Anperson. I see that you quote Mr. Rankin’s statement. 
Mr. Rankin is a Republican appointee, and, as you may have guessed, 
T happen to be a Democrat. 

Mr. Suare. I am a Democrat, too. 

Senator Anperson. I think Mr. Rankin is a very conscientious pub- 
lic servant. And I think if you would read his entire statement you 
might form a little different opinion. He starts with certain assump- 
tions, and if you use different assumptions you can end up with a 
different result. 

If I say the sky is completely overcast, will you be able to see the 
sun from your ranchhouse tomorrow morning. And you say, “No, 
T will not be able to see the sun from my ranchhouse” your assumption 
is based on today. I could go out tomorrow morning on a bright, 
sunshiny day and say, “Well, you did not tell the truth. You can see 
the sun from your house.” 

Mr. Snare. I would like to say again that when it comes to legal | 
problems, I go to my attorney. And we have had the best water attor- 
neys in the Northwest because we are an alert project. We are taxed 
from different angles. Our water right is principally natural flow, 
and you ean understand that we do have to have good attorneys. 

Senator Anerson. I do not question it at all. 

Mr. Suarp. Likewise, if I am sick, I go to the best doctor I can get 
hold of, and I take his advice, and on engineering and so forth. 

Senator Anperson. I started out with tuberculosis and had diabetes 
ond 3 or 4 other things, and I find that the doctors sometimes differ 
in their diagnoses. 

It may be the same in this case. 

_Mr. Sarr. That is true.’ We have had a lot of attorneys. 

- Senator suum. Your entire statement will appear 1 in the record 
at this point. 

Thank you, Mr. Sharp. 

(The staterment referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT oF N. V. SHARP, CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE OF NINE 


My name is N. V. Sharp. I reside at Filer, Idaho. I have lived there since 
1907 and have owned and operated my own farms up until a few years ago. I 
am a member of the board of directors of the Twin Falls Canal Co. and have 
been since 1924. I was president of the Idaho State Reclamation Association 12 
years, and upon retiring as president, I was honored with a life membership 
in that association. I also spent 4 years on the State Water Conservation Board 
of Idaho and I was one of the 10 to be appointed to go to Salt Lake City in 1932 
when the National Reclamation Association was formed. I was elected to the 
first board of directors and have served continuously in that capacity since that 
time—-almost 26 years. I have served as a member of the Committee of Nine 
in Water District No, 36 for approximately 30 years, and I have been chairman 
for the last 10 years. 

Water District No. 36 covers the entire Snake River area in Idaho from its 
upper reaches in southeastern Idaho to King Hill in south central Idaho. This 
includes more than 144 million irrigated acres. Those who divert water, either 
as individuals or as canal companies, or irrigation districts meet annually on the 
first Monday in March. At this meeting, the water users elect the Committee 
of Nine which, in effect, is the board of directors and the policymaking body, 
each member representing a different section of the river. 
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At the annual meeting of the water users of Water District No. 36 on March 
4 of this year attended by several hundred officers and directors of canal com- 
panies and irrigation districts, a resolution was passed unanimously in opposi- 
tion to 8. 555. I am attaching a copy of that resolution as a part of this state- 
ment, At this meeting I was also authorized to make a statement in opposition 
to S. 555 on behalf of the Committee of Nine and the water users of Water Dis- 
trict No. 36. 

I should like to add that at this same meeting on March 4, the Committee of 

_Nine was honored with a letter to me from Secretary of the Interior Seaton, 
granting the Committee of Nine the Conservation Service award of the Depart- 
ment of Interior in recognition of outstanding work since its inception in 1919, 
in aiding the overall development of land and water resources of the Snake River 
Basin. I am attaching as a part of this statement, a copy of Mr. Seaton’s letter 
of February 15, 1957. 

There are a number of reasons why the Committee of Nine and the water users 
of Water District No. 36 are opposed to the authorization of a Federal high Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

It is not an irrigation project and it does not have any irrigation features. It 
is a pure power project. The future development and economy of southern 
Idaho depends upon the full utilization of the waters of the Snake River and its 
tributaries for irrigation purposes. There are now approximately 2% million 
irrigated acres in the Snake River Valley and there are more than a million 
acres that can still be irrigated. 

We are opposed to any limitation on the future irrigation development in Idaho 
and we feel that the high Hells Canyon Dam would constitute a definite threat 
to this future development as well as to our existing water rights. While there 
is an attempt to put some protective language in this bill, we do not believe it 
offers any real protection. As Congressman Budge said more than 2 years ago 
when similar bills were introduced: “There is nothing to prevent some future 
Congress from repealing any protective language if it later appears that our 
irrigation water is needed to make this huge powerplant feasible.’ This was 
later confirmed by Assistant Attorney General Rankin who is now the Solicitor 
General of the United States when he appeared before the House committee last 
year. Mr. Budge asked him: 

“Mr. Bunge. In other words, if this Congress should pass the Hells Canyon 
bill, the control over the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries would be 
under the control of the Federal Government insofar as any conflict arose be- 
tween the operation of the project and State water laws. Is that correct? 

“Mr. RANKIN. I think that would have to follow.” 

We in Idaho are very much concerned regarding our existing rights because 
of the claims by the Federal Government that private appropriators acquire no 
rights to navigable streams. There is a continuous threat of the Federal Gov- 
ernment to extend Federal jurisdiction and control irrespective of State laws 
by interpreting its powers under the commeree clause to include the production 
of hydroelectric power, flood control, and watershed development. We are con- 
stantly confronted with encroachment of Federal control and domination over 
water resources of the Western States under the guise of the commerce clause 
in disregard of State laws. 

Also, we are opposed to the project because private capital is ready, willing, and 
able to develop the power sites in the Hells Canyon stretch of the river. More 
than 90 percent of the irrigation development in the Snake River Valley has 
been initiated by private enterprise under State laws. 

In conclusion, we are further opposed to this bill because the question whether 
the Hells Canyon stretch of the river should be developed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment or by private enterprise was submitted to the Federal Power Commis- 
sion several years ago. The Federal Power Commission, in a decision rendered 
more than a year ago, found that the three-dam plan was the best comprehensive 
plan and the license makes full provision for complete protection of upstréam 
water rights, present and future. Proponents of the Federal high dam appealed 
this decision to the court of appeals and it was affirmed last fall in every respect 
and proponents are now appealing the Federal Power Commission decision to 


the Supreme Court. Congress should take no action which would render the . 


Federal Power Commission invalid until it has been finally disposed of by the 
Supreme Court. 

I emphasize again that we are primarily concerned that our existing and 
future water rights will be placed in jeopardy by this proposed project. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas there is still agitation for Congress to authorize the construction by 
the Federal Government of a high Hells Canyon Dam and to that end 8. 555 
and H. R. 2848, 2866, and 3848 have been introduced in this session of the 
Congress; and 

Whereas the proposed legislation encroaches on the right of the State of 
Idaho to expand and enlarge its use of irrigation water in the future, and con- 
stitutes a real threat to existing and future water rights; and 

Whereas the proposed legislation contains no firm power reservations for 
Idaho, free of restrictions, does not provide for any irrigation, and is an entirely 
public-power proposal; and 

Whereas the Snake River water users of Water District No. 36, are the owners 
of 114 million acres of irrigated land in southern Idaho, whose sole source of 
water for irrigation is from the Snake River and its tributaries: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the Committee of Nine and the water users of Water District 
No. 36, at their annual meeting on March 4, 1957, at Idaho Falls, Idaho, do hereby 
express their determined opposition to the proposed high Hells Canyon Dam 
legislation as set forth in S. 555 and H. R. 5, 2848, 2866, and 3848, and strongly 
urge that such proposed legislation be defeated ; and be it further 

Resolwed, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the Idaho congressional 
delegation. 


I hereby certify that the attached resolution is a true and correct copy of the 
resolution adopted by the water users of Water District No. 36 at their annual 
meeting on March 4, 1957, Idaho Falls, Idaho. 

ALEx O. COLEMAN, Secretary. 


THr SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, February 15, 1957. 
Mr. N. V. SHArp, 
Chairman, Committee of Nine, 
Filer, Idaho. 


DEAR Mr. SHARP: It is a pleasure to grant to the Committee of Nine the Con- 
servation Service Award of the Department of the Interior in recognition of 
outstanding work since its inception in 1919 in aiding the overall development of 
land and water resources of the Snake River Basin. 

Represeni:i:g the various water users groups in the Snake River Valley, the 
committee has brought about a beneficial and effective program of resource 
development. Throughout the years its broad experience and fair consideration 
of all viewpoints have made it the focal point of discussions on resource develop- 
ment programs in the upper Snake River area and have also increased public 
appreciation of the many difficult and complex problems involved in land and 
water resource development. 

The enclosed Conservation Service Award certificate carries with it the appre- 
ciation of the Department of the unselfish public service which your committee 
has rendered and is continuing to provide. 

Sincerely yours, 
(Signed) Freep A. SEAtTon, 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Suarp. That was only my statement. 

Could I put another statement in the record ? 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes. 

If you have statements from any Winertr nate group out there, 
you submit them. 

Mr. Suarp. This is a statement from the Honorable Guy Jackson, 
who is president of the National Reclamation Association. 

I have a number of copies here. This is in opposition to this bill. 

As you know, the National Reclamation Association has stood with 
us in all these hearings, and they do likewise on this bill. 
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I was talking to all the board members that you will see in that 
report or that statement of Mr. Jackson. I talked to all of them in 
person, and also to Mr. Jackson. They were very happy to have me 
present this here today. Faw 

Senator ANpERSON. That will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Guy C. JACKSON, JR., PRESIDENT, NATIONAL RECLAMATION 
ASSOCIATION, IN OPPOSITION TO 8. 555 


My name is Guy C. Jackson, Jr., and I live in Anahuac, Tex. I have had the 
privilege during the past 2 years to serve as president of the National Reclama- 
tion Association, with representation in each of the 17 Western States. I had 
the honor of addressing the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
on January 24 of this year when the committee arranged for a meeting with our 
board of directors. I regret that I am unable to be present to make this state- 
ment personally. In my absence, I have asked Mr. N. V. Sharp, the director from 
Idaho, and the oldest director in point of seniority on the board, to submit this 
statement on my behalf. 

I wish to make a short statement in opposition to S. 555. Five of our 17 
directors reside in the five States in the Columbia Basin—-Washington, Oregon, 
Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming. Each of these five directors, together with the 
directors from the States of Utah, South Dakota, and California have expressed 
their opposition to 8. 555 and to S. 1333, a similar bili which was defeated in the 
Senate last July. I make this statement on their behalf. . 

On May 4, 1955, the Honorable C. Petrus Peterson, then president of the Na- 
tional Reclamation Association, appeared before this committee and made a 
statement in opposition to the Hells Canyon authorization bill, S. 1333, on behalf 
of the eight directors of the National Reclamation Association whom I have just 
named. This statement appears on page 651 of the printed hearings on 8. 1333. 
I concurred fully with the position taken by Senator Peterson. Prior to the vote 
on §. 1333 in the Senate last summer, I sent the following telegram on June 28, 
1956, to the chairmen of the Senate and House Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affairs : 

“Last year Mr. C. Petrus Peterson, of Lincoln, Nebr., then president of the 
National Reclamation Association, appeared before the Subcommittee on Irri- 
gation and Reclamation of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Af- 
fairs, and made a statement in opposition to the Hells Canyon authorization 
bill, S. 1333, on behalf of the directors of the National Reclamation Association 
of 8 Western States, including all 5 States in the Columbia Basin. 

“These 8 States were Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, Utah, 
South Dakota, and California. : 

'“Mr, Peterson’s statement said in part, ‘We urge that the Federal Power 
Commission report be announced and that their findings and recommendation 
be accepted.’ The same directors of 8 reclamation States have now requested 
me to reiterate on their behalf their continued opposition to S. 1333. The 
Federal Power Commission’s three-dam proposal is the best comprehensive plan 
and the license makes full provision for complete protection of irrigation water 
rights ; both present and future Congresses should abide by that deccision.” 

The view expressed in this telegram is still my considered judgment. 

The Federal Power Commission, under acts of Congress, is charged with the 
responsibility of passing on applications pending before it. Extensive hearings 
for over a year were held before the Federal Power Commission in which all 
parties having an interest were given an opportunity to be heard and a 
voluminous record was compiled. In these hearings, all engineering, power, 
flood ‘control, navigation, irrigation, and related problems were fully explored 
in a manner which would be impossible to duplicate in a hearing before a con- 
gressional committee. 

After full consideration, the Federal Power Commission rendered its decision, 
finding that the 3-dam plan was the best comprehensive plan, and issued a valid 
license in conformity with its decision. The proponents of the Federal high 
dam who had intervened in the proceedings before the Commission, appealed 
the Federal Power Commission decision to the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia, as they had the right to do under the law. On 
October 9, 1956, the court of appeals in a unanimous decision, affirmed the de- 
cision of the Federal Power Commission. The same parties are now asking a 
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further review by the Supreme Court of the United States, as they have the 
right to do under the law. The matter is now pending before that Court. 

Orderly procedure, I submit, should await the final decision of that Court before 
Congress takes any action on 8. 555. Our position is that the public interest 
will be best served if orderly procedure is followed and the agency of the 
Government charged with the responsibility of deciding these issues, and the 
courts who responsibilitity it is te review the decision of the Federal Power 
Commssion, be permitfed to state their conclusions based upon the entire 
record now before them. Certainly, Congress should take no action on any bill 
which would invalidate the decision of the Federal Power Commission until 
the Supreme Court has acted finally. 


Senator Anperson. Mr. George, Mr. Smick, and Mr. Butler. 
Will you state your names for the record ? 

Mr. Grorce. John M. George, Lewiston, Idaho. 

Mr. Butter. Harry Butler, Lewiston, Idaho. 

Mr. Suicx. Paul W. Smick, Grangeville, Idaho. 

Senator Anprrson. All right, Mr. Butler, you may go ahead, 


STATEMENT OF HARRY BUTLER, LEWISTON, IDAHO, MANAGER, 
CLEARWATER POWER CO. 


Mr. Burier. All I care to do, Mr. Chairman, is enter my statement 
for the record. 

Senator Anperson. Very well. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT BY HARRY BUTLER, MANAGER OF CLEARWATER POWER Co. 


Mr. Chairman, and ladies and gentlemen of this committee, my name is Harry 
3utler. Fam manager of the Clearwater Power Co., a rural electric cooperative, 
serving 4,300 consumer members in 7 north-central Idaho counties. My home is 
in Lewiston, Idaho, and I come before you to urge the passage of legislation 
you are considering which would authorize construction of the Federal high 
dam at Hells Canyon. 

At our annual meeting in 1955, our cooperative unanimously passed a resolu- 
tion in support of Federal Hells Canyon Dam. Our State Association of Idaho 
REA cooperatives also resolved in support of this project at our 1956 convention. 
Both our own cooperative and the Idaho REA Association have been on record 
in favor of Hells Canyon Dam for many Years. 

On Sunday, March 3, the power and generation committee of the National 
Rural Electric Cooperative Association unanimously passed a resolution strongly 
in support of Federal development at Hells Canyon. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I should like to submit the NRECA 
resolution, when acted upon, as part of the record of these hearings. I wili 
submit it to you when it is mailed in. 

During the 20 years of existence of the Clearwater Power Co., it has increas- 
ingly benefited from being able to purchase power from the Bonneville Power 
Administration at 3.5 mills per kilowatt-hour. This is in contrast to the rates 
we had to pay Washington Water Power for our electric energy when we first 
began operations—a rate of 15 mills. Our present rates are less than one-fourth 
of the old rates. Low-cost power has enabled us to reach many remote rural 
areas that would otherwise be uneconomical to serve. 

This low-cost power we have obtained from the Federal dam-building pro- 
gram has been of great help in building up the economy of the rural area we 
serve, and which Washington Water Power refused to serve. Power available at 
3.5 mills to serve farmers, businessmen and small industries in our area has 
stimulated greater use and helped to raise the economic level of our seven county 
service area. 

Our own experience with the benefits of abundant, cheap power convinces us 
that we need more of it. And a dam like Hells Canyon will provide a large 
amount of it which will be available to Idaho and the entire region over the 
Bonneville transmission system and at Bonneville rates. Thus the benefits of 
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this new block of power will be available to all of the citizens of the Pacific North- 
west and not just a few. 

We need more upstream storage of the kind that Hells Canyon offers. This 
storage will help regulate. the flow of Snake River and keep it from going to 
waste in floods, and ‘allow it to be on hand in the low flow stages in fall and 
winter, when downstream dams need that water to keep their generators turn- 
ing out power at full capacity. 

The member-consumers of the Clearwater Power Co. are also particularly con- 
scious of the great benefits in the form of increased navigation which river reg- 
ulation by upstream storage can give. We live in the middle of a great wheat- 
producing country and transportation rates are a most important cost of doing 
business. With a 500-mile deep-draft navigation channel from Lewiston to the 
Pacific Ocean made possible by full upstream storage development, we will find 
that great savings can be made in transportation of our wheat and other farm 
products to market. 

In this connection, we are also interested in the progress of construction of 
Ice Harbor Dam and the future construction of the other three Lower Snake 
Dams downstream from Lewiston. We understand that the benefit-cost ratio 
of Ice Harbor Dam without upstream storage is barely 1 to 1. But with the 
nearly 4 million acre-feet stored behind Hells Canyon Dam, Ice Harbor Dam will 
produce much more firm power and its benefit to cost ratio will increase to about 
1.21 to 1 according to the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ 308 report. 

Storage behind Hells Canyon Dam situated in America’s deepest canyon and 
surrounded by magnificent mountain country will make it one of the Nation’s 
outstanding recreational assets and open the vast phosphate and mineral re- 
sources which now lie dormant in the area. In addition, better control of river 
flow fluctuations by Hells Canyon and the pools behind the four Lower Snake 
dams will also add appreciable recreational benefits to the Lewiston-Clarkston 
area, particularly with respect to more small pleasure craft on the backwaters of 
the dams. 

The Snake is the largest tributary of the Columbia, and carries a tremendous 
power and storage potential. In point of volume at its mouth, it pours more 
water into the Columbia than the Missouri does into the Mississippi year in and 
year out. It has a much greater runoff than the Colorado River. 

Such an asset is too valuable to the Pacific Northwest and America to be only 
partially developed. That is why we favor the full and comprehensive develop- 
ment of the Snake and Columbia River systems which together form the greatest 
power stream in the world. That is why we are solidly behind the 1948 goals of 
the Corps of Engineers comprehensive development plan for this river basin, and 
will oppose with equal vigor any attempt to whittle them down. 

We strongly believe that the record of the issue in Hells Canyon plainly shows 
that the Bureau of Reclamation’s high dam will most adequately develop this 
great national river asset for all purposes beneficial to the people. That is why 
I wish to urge that your committee act favorably on the legislation now before 
you and that the Congress will rapidly authorize the construction of Hells 
Canyon Dam, and that you for this opportunity to tell you why our RBA coopera- 
tive believes this great dam should be built with all good speed. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. GEORGE, LEWISTON, IDAHO, PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Grorer. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
report is going to be very brief, and I will not take up too much of 
your time because I have a statement to submit. ' 

There are just one or two paragraphs in my statement that I would 
like to call to your mind. 

My name is John M. George and I reside at Lewiston, Idaho. I 
have been a farmer all my life, and am still operating a 500-acre 
diversified farm. 

For the past 20 years I have been a director of the Clearwater Power 
Co., a rural electric cooperative, serving about 4,300 consumers in 
northern Idaho. 
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Since 1942 I also served as a director of the National Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association. On March 5, earlier this week, I had the 
honor to be elected president of the National Rural Electric Coopera- 


-tive Association which represents 950 co-ops with a membership of 


314 million consumers. reeset c 

One of the highlights of our meeting in Chicago was when Mr. Lyn- 
don Johnson, who is Senate majority leader, appeared before our 
group and told us that he was giving us an opportunity to be heard on 
the high Hells Canyon Dam. 

With the 4,200 delegates at this ee ought to have heard 
the applause because our people have been behind Hells Canyon Dam 
all the way through. We think it is something that we have got to 
have to develop the natural resources of our country, especially in the 
Northwest. 

Senator ANnprerson. When you say your people you mean the 
National Association of REA Cooperatives? 

Mr. Groner. The National Association of REA Cooperatives, and 
also our cooperatives in the State of Idaho which are members of the 
association. 

Senator Anperson. The Clearwater Power Co. and so forth? 

Mr. Grorce. That is right. 

I think that is about all I have to add. 

Our association has been on record for the past 4 or 5 years in 
resolution after resolution in favor of the high Hells Canyon Dam 
because we figure that the only way you can get comprehensive 
development out of the drainage of the Columbia River is through the 
high Federal dams which the power companies cannot build or cannot 
afford to build on account of the flood control, navigation and recrea- 


- tion and wildlife and so on and so forth. 


Senator Annerson. Have you attended many of these National 
REA Cooperative meetings ? 

Mr. Groreg. I have attended all of them. But this was our fifteenth 
annual convention. I have attended every one of them. 

Senator ANnpEerson. Have you ever talked to farmers that live in 
States that are served by these multi-purpose dams under the Federal 
Government? 

Mr. Grorer. I have talked to many of them. 

Senator AnpErson. Have they ever come shaking to you and told 
you their fears of getting into the Federal courts because of these 
projects? Or haven’t they had those fears? 

Mr. Grorcr. Without exception, I do not think they have any fears. 

Senator Anperson. Just because they have a chance to vote for a 
justice of the State supreme court they do not think he is going to give 
them any more justice than a Federal court, do they ? 

Mr. Grorcr. They have never expressed that fear to me, Senator. 

Senator Anperson. I think that is a sound and good American 
doctrine. 


Mr. Grorce. I think that completes my remarks, if there are no 
other questions. 


Senator Anprrson. Senator Dworshak has a right to ask questions. 
Senator Dworsuax. Just one question. 


Mr. George, how many rural electric co-ops do we have in northern 
Idaho now? 
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Mr. Grorge. We have 9 co-ops within the State, and there are 5 in 
northern Idaho, and 4 in southern Idaho. 

Senator Dworsuak. Has there ever been a time when any of these 
5 co-ops have been unable to get all of the power from the Federal 
Government through the Bonneville Power Administration which 
they needed for their poston 

Mr. Grorer. I think I am safe in saying that there have been times 
that they have been short of power. 

Senator DworsHax. Do you know why? 

Mr. George. I know in particular on our project that we cannot go 
out and solicit loads like we would like to at this particular time. 

But there has been a time when we have been more or less handi- 
capped. 

Senator DworsHak. I understood that the co-ops had a Pe eferential 
right to Federal power. 

Mr. Goren. To a certain amount. 

Senator DworsHaxk. To a certain amount? 

Mr. Georce. Yes. 

Senator DworsHax. Do you mean that the Bonneville Power Ad- 
ministration, in marketing the power generated in federally owned 
and operated plants in the Columbia Basin, have at any time put a 
limit on the power available to these co-ops and have disregarded — 
the preference clause ? . 

Mr. Grorcre. The brownout. You remember that, don’t you, when 
we had the brownout ? 

We were all in with the dump power. 

Senator DworsHak. That is a temporary situation as a result of 
probably weather, the elements. 

You were not deprived of power to any greater extent than any 
other user of power served by private utilities, were you, in the 
brownouts ? 

Mr. Grorce. That is true. But then, in order to avoid these brown- 
outs, if we had a few more of these big storage reservoirs we would 
not have the brownouts. 

Senator DworsHak. Then I presume your group is going to sup- 
port the Bruces Eddy as a Federal dam ¢ 

Mr. Grorce. When the time comes and if it is necessary they 
probably would. 

Senator DworsHak. We have that currently in the omnibus bill 
before the Public Works Committee of the Senate. So the time is 
here right now. 

I certainly hope that your group will move in and support my 
proposal to authorize that as a straight Federal project. Can I look 
forward, sir, to having that support ? : 

Mr. George. I cannot commit my people, no. 

Senator DworsHak. You have not ever discussed it ? 

Mr. Grorar. It has been discussed, I imagine, at different times. 

Senater DworsHak. But you would concede that if a high Federal 
dam were built in the Snake River, presumably making power availa- 
ble to you, that it would be just as feasible, if not more so, to have a 
supply of Federal power available at Bruces Eddy, which is probably 
100 miles closer to your group than is the high Hells Canyon Dam? 

You would just as soon have that power from Bruces Eddy; would 
you not ? 
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Mr. George. I do not think that is the proposition at this particular 
time. 

You yourself told me not too long ago, Senator, that we do not have 
the fish problem solved up there, and there will be about 2 or 3 years’ 
study before 

Senator DworsuHax. They were started 2 years ago. They will be 
finished. 

Apparently you are confused like everybody else who temporarily 
seem to fail to understand that we are not proposing to construct 
Bruces Eddy; we are proposing an authorization for Bruces Eddy 
which would make it possible to get funds for the Army Engineer 
Corps to undertake studies which would take probably 2 years to com- 

lete. And by that time all of these studies and surveys currently 
yeing made by the Federal Fish and Wildlife Service and the Idaho 
State Fish and Game Department, with funds which I was able to 
have allocated for these surveys, will be completed long before any 
funds could be requested to construct Bruces Eddy. 

You appreciate that, do you, that we are not asking for funds to 
construct it, but merely to authorize it just like in the instance of 
Hells Canyon. This would be an authorization. It would probably 
take 6 or 7 years to get power available if it is constructed. 

You appreciate that ? 

Mr. Groner. I appreciate the fact that that is what you are asking 
for. But I also appreciate the fact that once you get authorization 
your allotment of funds comes a lot easier. 

Senator Dworsuak. For instance, as to John Day, authorized in 
1950, there has been no construction started yet. Would you say it 
generally follows when you authorize a project that you are sure to 
get it constructed ? 

Mr. Georce. Oh, no; { would not say that. 

Senator DworsHaKx. Do you know that the Army engineers stated 
recently that about 2,000 large and small projects—naturally not as 
large as these that we are talking about today—have been authorized 
at sometime in the past by the Congress but have not yet been con- 
structed? There are about 2,000. Iam sure you know that. 

Mr. Georce. I know that; yes, sir. 

Senator Dworsuak. I hope that your group recognizes, as you do, 
the need of an adequate supply of water which would be available to 
your group under the preference clause, and would just as soon have 
Federal power generated at Bruces Eddy or some other dam like that 
as from high Hells Canyon Dam. 

Mr. Grorce. Well, there are some other things that enter into that 
if you want to go into that discussion. 

Senator Dworsuax. No; I do not want to belabor the hearing. But 
if you could tell us briefly the distinction, I would like to have it. 

Isn’t Federal power Federal power? 

If it is marketed by the Bonneville Power Administration is it not 
available to you under the preference clause ? 

Mr. Grorce. In a way it is Federal power, sure. But then you have 
got a study that has been made on. the Snake River that has never 
been made on the Clearwater. 

Weare testifying on Hells Canyon Dam. 


When it comes time to testify on these other dams I will probably 
be back here testifying. 
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Senator Dworswax. And I will welcome you. 

Mr. George. I do not say I will be testifying in favor of them. 

Senator DworsHax. I did not assume that. 

Mr. Grorcz. But I will testify. ’ 

Senator Dworsuax. Knowing you as having a fine reputation which 
is reflected in your elevation to the presidency of this great and power- 
ful organization, I know that you will make no distinction between 
Federal power and Federal power. It all runs through the same 
way when it is marketed by the Bonneville Power Administration. 

Mr. Gzoras. There are a lot of different peculiarities, though, when 
it comes to different projects and dams. 

Senator Dworsuak. You do say that there is some difference be- 
tween Federal power and Federal power ¢ 

Mr. Grorer. No; I did not say that. 

Senator Dworsuax. All right. 

Senator Neusercer. I have a few questions of this gentleman, if I 
may, please. 

Senator Anperson. All right. 

Senator Neupercer. Would you not say if the same logic were 
applied to Hells Canyon as was applied by the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho to Bruces Eddy that we would authorize Hells Canyon 
so that studies could go forward more expeditiously ? 

Mr. Gzorce. Probabl y so. 

Senator Neupercsr. Is it not true that the upper Colorado project 
was authorized only in 1955 and that already appropriations have 
been pronided to start the largest single unit of that, the Glen Canyon 
Dam % 

Mr. Georce. If my recollection is right, it has been, yes. 

Senator Neusercer. Is it not also true that there is a great deal of 
disagreement among members of the Republican Party:in Congress 
and the administration as to what type of a dam the Bruces Eddy 
will be? 

Mr. Grorce. That is true, too. 

Senator Neusercer. Is it not correct that the Bureau of the Budget 
has said that Bruces Eddy Dam should be a so-called partnership 
project ? 

Mr. George. That is true. 

And there is a big discussion in the Northwest about that. 

Senator Neupercer. Is it not also correct that some of the advo- 
cates of the Bruces Eddy Dam who want immediate authorization for 
Bruces Eddy have been some of the leading opponents of immediate 
authorization for Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. George. I think that is right. 

Senator Nevuperger. That is all. 

Senator DworsHak. One question. 

Of course, you know that the authorization for Bruces Eddy being 
written into the omnibus bill provides for a straight Federal develop- 
ment, and that, regardless of what the Bureau of the Budget or any 
Republicans who may be in disagreement say, all we will have to deal 
with is what the specific form of the authorization is as it is currently 
in the omnibus bill. And there is no reference whatsoever to a part- 
nership in that. 

Mr. Guorer. I think that is right. 
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Senator DworsHax. Thank you. 

Senator Neupercer. Is it not correct, however, that inasmuch as 
the John Day project was mentioned, for the past 5 years John Day, 
although authorized as a Federal project, has been involved in a bitter 
battle attempting to deauthorize it as a Federal project and convert 
it into a partnership ? 

Mr. Georesx. I think so. 

Senator DworsHax. Mr. Chairman, may I inject this thought with- 
out any partisanship : 

During the 84th Congress and the 85th Congress Senator Neu- 
berger’s party is in control of the legislative machinery, and if they 
wanted to build John Day as a Federal project. there should be no 
retardation or no restraints on building it as a straight Federal project 
because they have the legislative authority to so plan. 

Senator Nevupercer. I think the record should show that Senator 
Morse and I finally succeeded in obtaining the full amount which 
the Army engineers said they could use for planning, over the objec- 
tion of the administration which only wanted 35 percent of that 
amount allotted for the planning. 

Senator Dworsnak. If you follow through on that same plan you 
can get construction. 

Senator Neupercer. We are going to try. 

Senator Anperson. I am going to let Mr. Smick testify, and let 
you argue this at a later date. The curfew i is going to ring shortly. 

Mr. George, your statement will appear in the record in full at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN M. GerorGe, oF LEWISTON, IDAHO, PRESIDENT OF NRECA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is John M. George. 
I reside at Jewiston, Idaho. I have been a farmer all my life and at the present 


_time I operate a 500-acre diversified Idaho farm. 


For the past 20 years I have been a director of the Clearwater Power Co., a 
rural electric cooperative serving about 4,300 consumers in Northern Idaho. 

Since 1942, I also served as a-director of the National Rural Electric Coopera- 
tive Association. On March 5, earlier this week, I had the honor to be elected 
president of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association. This asso- 
ciation represents rural electric co-ops in 42 States and Alaska with a membership 
of 950 co-ops, with their membership of over 314 million farm families. The 
national association in session at Chicago March 4-7, 1957, restated by resolu- 
tion their support of the Federal high Hells Canyon Dam. 

May I say we were greatly honored on Wednesday of this week to have the 
Senate majority leader, Mr. Johnson, to address our annual membership meeting 
in the huge coliseum in Chicago. When he stated that another opportunity 
would be provided for legislative action on Hells Canyon, the more than 4,200 
delegates greeted him with extended applause. Our people are really behind 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

Low-cost electric energy which the high dam will produce is the lifeblood of 
the rural electric co-ops in the Northwest. These co-ops were born of necessity 
to serve areas which the commercial power companies would not cover. 

We feel that for full development of the Snake River we need the high Federal 
dam, By controlling the flow of this great river besides electric generation at 
the site, we will firm up downstream electric facilities already constructed. 
Regulating the flow of the Snake will also permit barges to come up the Columbia 
from the Pacific Ocean to Lewiston, Idaho. This will allow the farmers of the 
region to ship their crops to the west coast at lower cost. 

We feel that construction of the high Hells Canyon Dam will impreve the 
economy not only of Idaho and the entire Northwest but also the entire Nation. 
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Just one small example of the nationwide benefits from Hells Canyon Dam 
would be the opening of the phosphate beds of southern Idaho which would pro- 
vide much needed fertilizer for the soil-conservation program and would also 
reduce the cost of fertilizer to the farmers. 

Gentlemen, we have appealed to the Federal Power Commission. We have 
appealed to the courts. Now, we come to the court of last resort. Only Congress 
can save the high Hells Canyon Dam. 

Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL SMICK, GRANGEVILLE, IDAHO, MANAGER, 
IDAHO COUNTY LIGHT & POWER CO. 
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Mr. Smick. My only testimony is that I would like to thank you 
and your committee for the privilege of appearing before you, and I 
would like to submit my statement for the record. 

Senator Anprerson. I do not mean to cut you off. If you have a 
statement you may make it. 

Mr. Sick. No,sir. I would rather just submit my statement, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Anperson. Very well. The statement will be inserted at 
this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF PAUL SMIcK, MANAGER, IDAHO CouNtTy LicHt & PowER Co., oF 
GRANGEVILLE, IDATIO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Paul Smick, manager 
of the Idaho County Light & Power Co. of Idaho County with offices at Grange- 
ville, in north central Idaho. We have 1,218 customers using power under our 
system with 670 miles serving these farm people. I am also president of the 
Idaho State Association of REA Cooperatives. 

The type of terrain that we serve is very rugged with mountains of rock and 
timbered land, almost so rough that the mind can hardly imagine the possibility 
of installing these lines. In fact, some of the terrain is not possible by jeep and 
lines had to put into place by saddle horse. 

We are located just roughly 50 miles from the Hells Canyon site. The people 
that our lines serve tell me that no timbered land and no valuable agricultural 
land would be covered by the backwaters of this dam. In fact, the subordinate 
granges of our area have repeatedly given their support to a high Hells Canyon 
Dam. 

The question of minerals in the Hells Canyon area that would be flooded by 
waters of such a high dam, if built, has been of major importance. To the 
knowledge of all the people of our area, there are no major mineral deposits in 
the Hells Canyon area. Even if there were, the canyon walls that.would con- 
trol the backwaters of such a high dam are so perpendicular that all minerals 
eould be reached by vertical shafts from the high-water line with a minimum 
amount of expense. The savings that would be afforded by. water transportation 
for such mineral deposits by the waters of a high dam would offset the building 
of additional tunnels.. 

Lewiston is Idaho’s seaport and with the storage from a high Hells Canyon 
Dam, Idaho’s freight rates could be materially reduced because of barge trans- 
portation. If such a high dam could be built, much of southern Idaho could 
enjoy the use of water transportation with the backwaters of a high dam at 
Helis Canyon extending through the rugged mountains to the desert opening at 
Weiser. This would give additional competition for the transportation fa- 
cilities now serving the area and help to relieve the high cost of shipping. 

The needs for additional power cannot be stressed enough. Southeast Idaho 
has such an enormous deposit of low-grade phosphate beds which she cannot 
develop because of the lack of low-cost electrical energy, the building of a high 
dam in the Snake would afford the opportunity of low-cost power in the State 
to develop these natural resources. 

The building of a high dam in the Snake would take advantage of surplus 
waters of the spring runoff. This storage capacity of a high dam would be 
an insurance policy both for downstream power and to the farmers of southern 
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Idaho as it would assure them that no water would be taken to run these dyna- 
mos as would be necessary for low-head dams. Contrary to the contention of 
our opponents, a high dam would not deprive the people of their water rights. 

During the observation of this river for the past several years since the project 
has been brought before us, it has been found that the Milner Dam near Twin 
Falls, dries the river up for weeks at a time because the water is used for 
irrigation purposes. However, these lands must be drained with the natural 
drainage going back into the Snake River. The drainage of. these irrigated 
lands plus the spring runoff, and the underground flow, puts enough water back 
in the river to maintain the flow which is the additional water needed for the 
operation of the high Hells Canyon Dam. 

The building of a high dam at the Hells Canyon site is the key to the compre- 
hensive development of our water resources in the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Chairman, we urge this committee to act favorably on this legislation now 
before you, and it is our hope that the Congress will authorize the construction 
of the high Hells Canyon Dam. 


Senator Anperson. Mr. George, I believe all of us agree that, re- 
gardless of the position Senator Dworshak or I may take, we con- 
gratulate the State of Idaho on your being president of this large 
organization, and we appreciate your being | here today. 

Mr. Grorcr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the honor 
very much. 

Senator Neupercer. I would like to join in the congratulation of 
Mr. George. We in the Northwest are very proud of the honor that 
has come to you. 

Mr. Georee. Thank you. 

Senator Anperson. Mr. Norwood ? 


STATEMENT OF GUS NORWOOD, VANCOUVER, WASH., EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARY, NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Gus Norwood. I serve as executive secretary of the North- 
west Public Power Association. 

I have a seven-page written statement which I would like to submit 
for the record. 

Senator ANpERSON. Very well, that will be received. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT IN SUPPORT oF THE HtaH Hetrts CANYON DAM BY NORTHWEST PUBLIC 
POWER ASSOCIATION, Gus Norwoop, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, VANCOUVER, WASH. 


My name is Gus Norwood. I serve as executive secretary of the Northwest 
Public Power Association, a nonpartisan, nonprofit service organization owned 
and operated by 96 public and cooperative electric distribution systems in 
Alaska, Montana, Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. 

Our systems comprise municipal electric distribution systems, rural electric 
cooperatives, peoples utility districts, public utility districts, and one irrigation 
district. In the aggregate we serve about 1,750,000 people, own and operate 
$700 million in electric plant and have about a million kilowatts of generating 
capacity. Our member systems have under construction the Priest Rapids 
Dam, Rocky Reach Dam, and the Gorge Dam totaling about 1,500,000 kilowatts 
and we have projects in the planning stage for an additional 1,500,000 to 2 
million kilowatts for the next 10 or 15 years. 

Our oldest system, McMinnville, Oreg., has been in the electric business since 
1889. Our largest member system is Seattle City Light with about:a quarter 
million electric meters. On the other hand our systems also serve most of the 
thinly settled rural areas of the Pacific Northwest, thanks largely to the avail- 
ability of REA loan funds and low-cost Federal power from projects like Grand 
Coulee Dam and Bonneville Dam. 
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Last year, ending June 30, 1956, we paid into the United States Treasury the 
amount of $19,716,991.27, or 32.8 percent of the entire revenue of the Bonneville 
Power Administration. By 1960 we estimate our payments into the United States 
Treasury will be about $30 million a year. 

This Federal power investment program in the Columbia River power system 
is a gilt-edge investment which is ahead of schedule in repaying the Federal 
power investment, has a surplus of about a hundred million dollars which has 
been applied to paying off the investment ahead of schedule and the power 
consumers are paying a huge special Federal tax to subsidize the largest irri- 
gation project in the world, the Columbia Basin project. This subsidy, which 
might well be considered a payment in lieu of taxes, will easily pass $500 million 
over the payout period of Grand Coulee Dam of about 75 years. 

Our people are most appreciative of the foresight and sound business judg- 
ment of your committee in formulating and guiding this highly successful mul- 
tiple-purpose investment program which has brought such large regional and 
national benefits. We contemplate similarly large advantages, both regionally 
and nationally, from the proposed high Hells Canyon Dam. 


THE INTEREST OF THIS ASSOCIATION 


The direct and primary interest of our member electric systems is in an ade- 
quate supply of electricity both now and in the long-range future at the lowest 
possible cost. For this direct economic reason we are opposed at some future 
date to paying for high-cost steam generation to take the place of the low-cost 
Hells Canyon Dam power which would be wasted under the piecemeal, partial 
scheme of the private utility. This direct economic stake of our membership 
extends to other projects similar to Hells Canyon which would be jeopardized 
by the dangerous precedent of wrecking this damsite. — 

Many secondary aspects of this issue also concern our membership. Our 
economic stake extends to the flood-control benefits, irrigation benefits, benefits 
from prospective phosphate and other mineral development and the broad 
economic and fiscal consequences of wise resources development and conservation. 


THE PUBLIC IS FOR IT 


Year after year our membership has adopted resolutions urging full develop- 
ment of the Middle Snake. Many other labor, farm, and citizen groups have 
taken the same position. As I have suggested in previous testimony—everybody 
is opposed to Hells Canyon Dam except the people. 


ONLY NEW TESTIMONY BEING PRESENTED 


In the interest of saving time and avoiding duplication I shall confine my state- 
ment to new testimony under two broad headings: 

Understatement: The case for the high Hells Canyon has been very much 
understated. The Federal agencies leaned over backward in their usual con- 
servative analysis of 9 years ago. Many benefits have been left out. Costs have 
been overstated and recent economies of construction have not been emphasized. 
Certain Federal witnesses who testified before the Federal Power Commission 
were ¢xtremely circumspect and concerned about their jobs. I shall outline some 
of the areas of faintheartedness, reverse salesmanship, and ultraconservatism 
which have resulted in understating the case for the Hells Canyon project. 

Perspective : Tremendous sums of money have been spent by the Idaho Power 
Co. to becloud and confuse the issues and prevent action by Congress on the 
merits. For example the issue is not private enterprise versus socialism. The 
issue is whether the Hells Canyon damsite is to be developed in accordance 
with the conservation principles of full, optimum, wise, effective, and sound 
multiple-purpose comprehensive development of water resources in the best 
public interest. Particularly we think Hells Canyon must be examined in the 
framework of the Columbia River as a complete and unified river system. Es- 
pecially is this true of its key role in the control of floods as I shall show. When 
considered in proper perspective the Columbia River development program can- 
not spare the Hells Canyon project nor can this program tolerate the so-called 
high Pleasant Valley Dam. 

UNDERSTATEMENT 


I wish briefly to identify and then to evaluate seven areas or instances of 
understatement in the Hells Canyon case, 
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1. Increased downstream power benefits.—In the comprehensive report of Feb- 
ruary 1953 by Consulting Engineer John §S. Cotton the prime power output of 
the high Hells Canyon Dam as an integral unit of the C-2 system (including 
Libby Dam) was verified to be 1,122,000 kilowatts of which 686,000 kilowatts 
would be at site, 9,000 kilowatts due to system integration, and 427,000 kilowatts 
at downstream projects (Bonneville, The Dalles, John Day, McNary, Ice Harbor, 
Lower Monumental, Little Goose, and Lower Granite). 

However the downstream benefits of 427,000 kilowatts are created at only the 
8 projects below Lewiston, Idaho, or on the last 700 feet of drop in the river. 
Actually the tailwater of Hells Canyon will be at about 1,400 feet above sea level 
and some 700 feet above Lewiston. 

If 427,000 kilowatts of downstream benefits can be created by the last 700 
feet of downstream head, what is the value of the 700 feet of head between 
Lewiston and Hells Canyon? 

Our inquiry on this point discloses the following additional downstream bene- 
fits from Hells Canyon Dam: 


Kilowatts 

At Nez Perce Dam____________ bs eh hil scl ddl lb aaah daa ates aie ete El teal 287, 000 
J Gtrtzeboih pleats 6 it ts Soda kk dee: ida bhi Sti 23, 000 
ded Mine? DAM 6 sh a te Saini ld. ssid ollie 81, 000 
tals) ype lanes i tient halen dnc i a anes cal Bis 391, 000 


Recapitulation of the Hells Canyon Dam benefits now shows: 
. Prime output 
in kilowatte 


At FIGW Canoe peer 6 fee ee ee OL re wos oe 686, 000 
At plants downstream from Lewiston__._________._________.______ 427, 000 
Tricrease Gtie te internation... 2 to a Se Lek 9, 
Buuren sae ee a ak Lae Se 1, 122, 000 
At plants downstream above Lewiston__..--...._---___----.-. 2... 391, 000 
xrand total, prime power (a 34.8 percent increase) ________- .. 1,513, 000 


2. Much more peaking capacity.—The design of the Hells Canyon Dam in the 
1945-47 period was tightly circumscribed by the assumption that the project 
would be measured in terms of prime power as part of an all-hydro or pre- 
dominantly hydro power station. That concept is now obsolete. The long-range 
use of waterpower in the Pacific Northwest will be similar to the use made of 
Hoover Dam, Shasta Dam, and the TVA dams for peaking power production. 
As a rough rule of thumb, if dump power is worth 2 mills, then firm power is 
worth 4 mills and peaking power 8 mills. It pays, and has repeatedly been 
demonstrated to pay, to increase generating capacity at storage dams in order 
to utilize the project for producing the type of power which commands the 
highest premium price on the market place. That is why Hoover Dam despite 
its great distance from Los Angeles, and its lesser annual flow than that of the 
Snake River has about 1,500,000 kilowatts of peaking capacity. 

In contrast the old 1947 plans for Hells Canyon call for only eight 100,000-kilo- 
watt generators plus space for one additional unit later. 

My analysis of the stream flow indicates that the range of ultimate capacity 
at Hells Canyon Dam should be from 1,200,000 to 1,600,000 kilowatts. 

It is interesting to note that at a smaller dam at Pleasant Valley with 534-foot 
head as compared to 602 feet for Hells Canyon, the private utilities proposed 
six 151,600 kilovolt-ampere units with peaking capability of 170,000 kilowatts. 

In the absence of a thorough up-to-date study, we would urge that when the 
Hells Canyon project is authorized a study be made promptly as to the desirability 
to increase the ultimate capacity to something like ten 150,000-kilowatt. gen- 
erators. 

3. Benefits for hundreds of years.—The use of 50-year project life is not real- 
istic for a tremendous block of concrete as Hells Canyon would be. The Bureau 
of Reclamation uses a 150-year depreciation period for Hungry Horse Dai, 
TVA uses 100-year depreciation period for TVA dams, bulletin F of the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue authorizes up to 150 years economic service life for dams. 
When the benefit-cost ratio is shifted from a 50 to a 150-year basis the multiplier 


. is about 1.8 times. High, concrete arch dams, with large storage space are not 


built for 1 or 2 gencrations. Even with the silt problem Hoover Dam is good 
for at least 300 years. By that standard Hells Canyon should have indefinite 
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service life with no silt problem for the first thousand years. As an evaluation 
of the extent of understatement it is submitted that with a more reasonable 
economic service life, at least in the case of projects uniquely like Hells Canyon, 
the ratio of benefits to costs can approximately be doubled. 

5 i age 125 of House Document 531 
the Corps of Engineers lists the annual benefits from the high Hells Canyon 
Dam: 





a aN anc hn eld ett hs cng cteinninirte Gainesed seen ere $19, 877, 000 
a cern ale we gen 1, 459, 800 
NI aa cash catncaihc inch daternadn berkcien enc aptpenng ti nimeaeaieain neni ereiine-~aeeater 189, 000 
I Ciel lhe id hncdritindd tee itt detention nee tate eee nacre . 88, 000 
SNE nn OT Ta ds chs ansvedhe mieten Rinr resp eiieeedeeecnsiein aes 21, 613, 800 
A, UIT OIE Ric rsatibeden ine tipernerierinee tied rie Cat — 16, 532, 000 


Benefit-to-cost ratio, 1.31 to 1.0. 

Assuming the reasonableness of these figures for the 50-year assumed project 
life, then an inquiry is desirable as to what happens in the bist year. When the 
annual debt service drops to zero, the benefit-to-cost ratio jumps dramatically. 
Aside from this, however, it is especially important to note the rise in the annual 
flood-control benefit. Recently the Corps of Engineers testified that had the 
1894 record Columbia River flood occurred in 1948, the damage would have been 
$200 million, and in 1956 $300 million. The regional flodd exposure curve had 
risen $100 million in just 8 years. At this rate the uncontrolled 1894 record 
flood, which did negligible damage in 1894, would cause losses of $200 million 
in 1948, $300 million in 1956, and on the order of a billion dollars by the end - 
this century. The Corps of Engineers normally uses the 25th year of the 50-yea 
service life for evaluating the flood-control benefit. Obviously, on a rising curve 
the benefit would be much higher for the 75th year of a 150-year service life 
Aside from the 150-year service life, every year of delay in starting Hells Canyon 
also raises the flood-control value. As already seen, if the 8-year rise from 1948 
to 1956 is a fair index, then the anuual flood benefits attributable to Hells Canyon 
as given in the 1948 issue of the Army’s 308 report, should be increased 50 per- 
cent, from $1,459,000 per year to $2,190,000 per year 

5. Obsolete transmission voltage uscd.—Symptomatic of the obsolescence and 
understatements in the 1945-47 engineering studies relative to Hells Canyon 
Dam is the use of 230,000-volt transmission lines and the assumption of larger 
line losses and higher transmission costs, whereas today the Bonneville Power 
Administration is using the much more economical 315,000-volt and planning 
to use 345,000-volt lines. 

6. Construction costs overstated.—Not oly are Hells Canyon benefits under- 
stated, but costs are generally overstated, first in terms of 1948 conditions, but 
also, despite inflation, they are overstated for 1957 conditions. The 1948 Army 
cost estimate of $342 million included $43 million for contingencies. Illustrative 
of the rapid progress in cutting construction costs is the use of huge electric 
shovels at The Dalles Dam and collapsible steel forms at Chief Joseph Dam. 
The original estimated construction cost of The Dalles project has been cut from 
$360 million successively to $300 million and now to $270 million. Over 2 years 
ago on March 2, 1955, the Bureau of Reclamation testified and revised downward 
its original Hells Canyon Dam cost estimate from $356,810,000 to $308,472,000 
(Senate hearings, p. 478; and House hearings, p. 41). I believe the use of larger 
generators, fly ash, collapsible forms, and newer construction machinery will 
pare costs further. The recent bids on Priest Rapids Dam and Rocky Reach 
Km now being built by two PUD’s, indicate further cost reductions are feasible. 

. Federal Government can’t afford to build it.—Perhaps the poorest argument 
of ‘the opponents to the full development of the middle Snake is the claim that 
the Federal budget cannot stand the strain of financing the high Hells Canyon 
Dam. The opposite is true. The Federal Government cannot afford not to build 
the project.. The downstream benefits will accrue and create added revenues 
only at downstream Federal dams. Hells Canyon benefits will be rung up on 
the cash registers of the United States Treasury. However, the financing can 
be handled without necessarily relying on the approprations process. This asso- 
ciation has for the past years been working on legislation to create a public 
regional electric corporation to be called the Columbia River Development Cor- 
poration with authority to issue electric revenue bonds as a means of financing 
dams like Hells Canyon. Our proposed legislation is along the lines of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation Act. 
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These seven areas of understatement of the Hells Canyon case are over and 
above the fact that the basic case for Hells Canyon will stand up even without 
further embellishment. The Army’s 1948 benefit-to-cost ratio of 1.31 to 1.0 was 
raised by the Federal Power Commission examiner Costello to 1.83 to 1.0. I am 
morally certain that 3.0 to 1.0 is much closer: to the true value. 





PERSPECTIVE © 


The second area which I suggest in connection with a review of the high Hells 
Canyon issue is the application of certain tests of perspective. 

The proper tests are those which measure the high Hells Canyon Dam and 
the alternative schemes in relation to the Columbia River as a unity. Thus the 
downstream power benefits must be fully evaluated. Hells Canyon will produce 
vastly more downstream power benefits than would the alternative proposal. 

A second key test is the amount of power produced. Hells Canyon will produce 
about 60 percent more. ‘ 

A third test is the cost of power. The FPC examiner finds Hells Canyon power 
will cost at least 59 percent less per kilowatt-hour than power from the three low 
dams of the Idaho Power Co. We estimate the Hells Canyon power cost will be 
under half the private costs. 

Fourthly, the Hells Canyon should be evaluated in terms of the flood-control 
needs of the Columbia River Basin. The difficulty of this problem is little 
appreciated. ‘ ; 

Just within the past month, at 10 a. m. on February 25, the Snake River 
reached an unusual flood flow of 60,000 second-feet at the Oxbow gage. A flash 
flood occurred which was far beyond the inadequate capacity of the Idaho Power 
Co.’s diversion tunnel at the proposed Brownlee Dam. As the tunnel could not 
handle the high volume of water, the coffer dams were overtopped and the entire 
construction area flooded. Aside from the setback in many months in the con- 
struction of Brownlee Dam, I submit there is food for thought in this occurrence. 
It is but a minor observation to say that the Idaho Power Co. underestimated the 
river and skimped on the size of the diversion tunnel. The company is also 
skimping by putting in a clay core dam whereas the high Hells Canyon would 
be of much safer concrete construction. 

However, it is not a minor observation to remind the committee that the Corps 
of Engineers has testified that the existing upstream storage in the Snake River 
Basin will effectively control the flow of ‘the Snake to not more than 59,000 
second-feet of flow under the most adverse conditions of the all-time record flood 
of 1894. Well, on February 25 the flow was 60,000 second-feet. Thus even 
the careful analysis of the Corps of Engineers underestimated the treacherous 
Snake River flood risk. 

The Snake River is a tremendous river. It alone has a flow greater than that 
of the Missouri. The Snake River provides 20.4 percent of the average annual 
flow of the Columbia, but it provided 33 percent of the 1894 flood crest, and it 
can provide 46.5 percent of the ultimate upstream storage for the control of 
floods. 

The Columbia regularly floods in summer as the snow and ice melts. Of 
total annual flow 73 percent comes in the 6 summer months, causing floods, while 
only 27 percent flows in winter when power needs are’ greatest. 

To correct this disparity upstream storage is needed, as demonstrated by 
Hungry Horse Dam, to produce power. Thus upstream storage is the key to the 
control and harnessing of the Columbia River for both flood control and power. 
Upstream storage makes good water out of bad water. In this respect the Hells 
Canyon is a twin of the successful Hungry Horse Dam. : 

Unfortunately the Columbia River has a critical shortage of good upstream 
storage dam sites. This can be appreciated by making a comparison with other 
large river basins. The average annual run-off of the Columbia River is 180 
million acre-feet or the equal of over 5 Missouri or 9 Colorado Rivers. The 
Columbia is a wet river compared to the relatively dry Colorado or Missouri. 

But when it comes to upstream storage reservoirs for storing water the Colum- 
bia River is desperately short. Hoover Dam can store about 2 years of the entire 
flow of the Colorado River in its 2714 million acre-feet of usable storage. Glen 
Canyon, now under construction, will require years to fill its 26 million acre-feet 
capacity. 

Similarly the Missouri has huge reservoirs like Fort Peck’s 19 million acre-feet, 
Oahe and Garrison 28 million each. When all Missouri dams are built they will 
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be able to hold 5 years’ total runoff. This means that the ratio of storage ca- 
pacity to annual flow will be on the order of 5 to 1. 

Where can water be stored in the Columbia River Basins? Obviously no one 
dreams of storing 5 times the 180 million acre-feet of average annual runoff 
for that would require 900 million acre-feet of usable storage. Even to store 1] 
year’s flow is out of the question. 

The Army’s 308 report issued in 1948 ealls for 27 million acre-feet of usable 
storage to skim off the top third of the record 1894 flood, reducing its 1,240,000 
second-feet flow to 800,000 second-feet. We have recently made a study of this 
problem in connection with the review of the 308 report and have come to the 
conclusion. that the 1894 flood should be and economically can be controlled 
to 600,000 second-feet, or approximately cut in half. To meet this goal would 
require 47 million acre-feet, of usable upstream storage. We think this is a 
practical working goal. It is not full development, but it would be good progress 
for the next quarter or half century. Beyond 47 million acre-feet of storage the 
economic feasibility of dams is not attractive. Under present criteria, in fact, 
such additional projects would not be feasible. Thus the 47 million acre-feet 
goal is in our view a practical working goal. This approximates the phase D 
level of development contemplated in the Army’s 308 report of 1948. It will 
store about one-fourth of the Columbia River’s average annual runoff. 

Attached is our December 28, 1956, letter to President Hisenhower which dis- 
uses the 47 million acre-feet practical working goal in more detail. Toward 
this goal the Pacific Northwest now has completed only about 6 million acre- 
feet. The five largest potential upstream storage dam sites in the United States 
portion of the Columbia River Basin are as follows: 


Acre-feet 

(usable storage) 

ei ON IO a isd i tic dekends Able e beds wees edhe 4, 800, 000 
REID oon’ dk aed Sel widd.. beeen 4, 250, 000 
eC kk hia te is hc tiedimn kuin Jwesleedee 4, O86, 000 
Helis Canyon Dam. __-...-~..--~..--.---. lh ak Sel id Sanh tL Sank 3, 880, 000 
eee Wan GOR a ciebutk aldasib edd dowetian etic 8, 160, 000 
ree SetAction al 20, 170, 000 


Other developments by means of smaller dams would just barely reach the 
47 million acre-feet of usable storage “practical working goal” which would cut 
in half the record 1894 flood. In this picture no dam is an alternative to any 
other. Bruces Eddy Dam on the Clearwater, all feasible dams on the Salmon 
River, and every other economically feasible project within the United States 
has been included. Only projects in Canada have been omitted and these on 
the ground that it would not be wise economy to pay Canada for upstream stor- 
age power and flood-control benefits which can be achieved more economically and 
more certainly within our country. If Canada builds Mica Creek and similar 
‘dams, we will obtain much benefit and can pay for them, but we should do so only 
after we count in the benefits from our own projects. 

A realistic perspective on the long-range development of the Columbia River 
requires that the United States build or reserve certain key upstream storage 
sites for effective flood control and power storage. A realistic perspective re- 
quires that we build our economically feasible storage dams before we start 
paying Canada for storage benefits. A realistic perspective requires that we 
reject the so-called high Pleasant Valley Dam proposal of the Secretary of the 
Interior because that scheme would obliterate both the high Hells Canyon and 
the Nez Perce Dams. In place of their 8,660,000 acre-feet of usable storage 
the Pleasant Valley stream would provide only 1,300,000 acre-feet. Finally, a 
realistic perspective requires that the high Hells Canyon Dam be authorized 
and that the books be closed on one of the most disgraceful controversies in the 
history of modern conservation. 


Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, if 
I may summarize my statement, our 96 electric systems serve about 


1,750,000 people in the 4 Pacific Northwest States and Alaska. These. 


systems have a considerable electric power investment themselves. 
The are building a number of dams themselves, but over and above 

that they are heavily dependent on the Federal Government for power 

supply and are currently using about $20 million worth of power, 
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and are paying that amount of money annually into the United States 
Treasury. 

We regard the power from Hells Canyon Dam as good as sold to 
the public and cooperative and private utilities in the Pacific North- 
west. The market is ready for the power. 

We are very appreciative of the work which this committee has 
done to make possible one of the finest power system in the world 
and one which has been highly successful both from the financial 
standpoint of repaying its obligations to the Federal Government 
and also in undergirding the economy of the Pacific Northwest and 
enabling us to assist with the national defense and in making a 
larger contribution to the revenues of the Federal Government 
through taxes. 

Our people are interested in this proceeding because we have a long- 
range duty to serve our people with low-cost power. And we know 
that any underdevelopment of this reach of the river by means of 
hydroelectric generating facilities would otherwise have to be re- 
placed at a later date by much higher cost steam generation. And it 
would be folly, in the interest of expediency, to settle for a fast, small 
project when it only delays the day of reckoning when we will need 
the power which a higher project would provide. 

Our people are also in faves of the high Hells Canyon project be- 
cause of the issue, which is the central issue in this case, of full 
development of natural resources. We in the Pacific Northwest have 
seen our forests ravished and our soil inadequately taken care of. 
For the remaining resources we would like to provide good steward- 
ship, particularly for our greatest resource, the Columbia River. 

Weare also fearful that underdevelopment in this critical site might 
become a precedent for underdevelopment of other projects. 

My testimony is divided into two parts. One is to list seven in- 
stances of understatement which we have noted in this record, in- 
cluding the record before the Federal Power Commission. And the 
second part has to do with the necessity of placing this project in 
the overall perspective of what is best to achieve the fullest develop- . 
ment of the waterpower resources of the Columbia River Basin. 

Among these understatements one of the most unique is the omission 
consistently of the downstream benefits which would accrue from 
the Hells Canyon project in the reach of the river between Lewiston 
and the Hells Canyon Dam itself. This is half of the drop of the 
river. Lewiston is at 700 feet elevation, and Hells Canyon tailwater 
would be about 1,400 feet. Yet heretofore in this hearing and in 
the many hearings in this matter there has been no credit given for 
the 391,000 kilowatts of prime power which would be realized down- 
stream from Hells Canyon, but upstream from Lewiston. This added 
prime power alone is 34.8 percent more prime power than was re- 
corded in the Federal Power Commission hearing of over 21,000 
pages. 

A second point which Mr. Parry made quite weil was the necessity 
for installing additional peaking capacity. As soon as the Hells Can- 
yon bill is authorized one of our first endeavors will be to urge the 
Bureau of Reclamation, taking into account new concepts of long- 
range power development, concepts developed since 1948, when this 
was last studied, to consider about 1,200,000 to 1,600,000 of generating 
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capacity at the high Hells Canyon project. This is also apropos to 
the testimony of Mr. Riter, which made a comparison of the high 
Pleasant Valley project with the old Hells Canyon plans. 

The Hells Canyon project will be a higher project, and obviously, 
when put on the basis of the new concepts, it will produce more power 
than the high Pleasant Valley. 

Senator Anperson. You understand that Mr. Riter indicated that 
he would bring those figures into a comparable basis. And his testi- 
mony was that it would be possible to do the same thing at high Hells 
Canyon as is contemplated at high Pleasant Valley. 

Mr. Norwoop. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, that in that case a 
third table might be very desirable, not only of installing a million 
and a quarter at Hells Canyon but also running a test for a million and 
a half. 

I think the figure that may ultimately prove desirable may be well 
above a million and a quarter kilowatts at the project. 

Senator Anprerson. Mr. Norwood, we will indicate to Mr. Riter that 
if he can get us any figures along that line we will be happy to have 
them. He was very cooperative with us the other day, and [ am sure 
he will be on this. 

Mr. Norwoop. A third area of understatement is with respect to 
project life. 

The thinking, increasingly, of our power people is that the project 
has been understated because of the assumption that it is useful for 
only a 50-year period. 

This results, for example, in understatement of the flood-control 
benefits, which is my fourth point. 

The flood-control benefits are reflected in an upward sweeping curve. 
For example, if the 1894 flood had occurred in 1948, so testify the 
Corps of Engineers, the damage to the region would have been $200 
million. Had it occurred in 1956 the damage would have been $300 
million. 

In this 8-year period our flood exposure curve has gone up $100 
million. By the end of this century, I think it is reason: able to see the 
curve at somewhere around the billion-dollar f igure. And that is on 
the assumption of the 1894 flood, which is not the theoretical flood of 
record. The theoretical or design flood is roughly twice the 1894 flood. 

No one has yet brought into this record ‘the fact that floods are 

capable of being produc ed in the Columbia Basin roughly twice the 
magnitude of the 1894 flood. 

Senator ANprrson. Should I understand from vour statement that 
as the values in the area go up, as factories and residences and schools 
are built, and so forth, that the exposure is much greater and, there- 
fore, the damage is much greater and, therefore, we ought to calculate 
the flood benefits on a little higher basis ? 

Mr. Norwoop. There is a further compound element in this, Mr. 
Chairman. 

I agree with the point you made. But here is the type of suffering 
that we have to take when we are in an undeveloped area. 

The Corps of Engineers does not take into account, in computing 
its flood-control benefits, the fact that in our tremendous flood plain 
there is a prevention of development because people do not dare to 


build below the maximum flood line. The corps allows no credit for - 
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what you might call industrial birth control which we suffer by virtue 
of the people having this recollection of what that flood can do. _ 

_ So, since we are in an early stage of our development, there is a 
tendency grossly to understate our flood exposure as compared with 
what the potential industrial development along that wonderful artery 
of commerce of the lower Columbia will someday be. 

I have several minor items. 

The 1948 study on Hells Canyon by both the Army and the Bureau 
assumed such things as 230,000-volt transmission lines, which are 
obsolete today. We can build cheaper lines of 345,000 volts, and we 
can actually overcome construction costs which have been going up 
and achieve lower unit costs in transmission. 

My sixth point of understatement is with respect to construction 
costs. 

We have seen the costs for The Dalles Dam, from an original figure 
of $360 million, drop to $300 million, and now apparently to about 
$270 million. 

Costs have actually been cut to 75 percent of the original Govern- 


_ ment estimates. 


Two of our public utility districts have recently had bids which 
give us further indication that the Hells Canyon costs can be brought 
well under the $300 million figure. 

The Bureau testified 2 years ago that, in their opinion, the figure 
had already been brought down from $356 million to $308 million. 
We think that it can be brought down further in view of the experience 
we have had in the last few years. 

Another assumption which has been brought into the hearing so far 
is that the Federal Government might be asked to build all future 
dams in the Pacific Northwest. 

The Northwest Public Power Association has worked with other 
groups to consider alternative ways of financing such as are being 
considered also in the Tennessee Valley. And that will be before this 
committee at a later date. 

These understatements are somewhat indicated by the fact that 
even the Federal Power Commission examiner did not accept the 
Army’s 1948 benefit-cost ratio, 1.31 to 1. His judgment, even under 
the strict criteria which he used in that hearing, was that the benefit- 
cost ratio of the Hells Canyon project was 1.83 to 1. And I would 
submit that, in view of the items which I have listed, the benefit-cost 
ratio will be more on the order of 3 to 1 for the ultimate benefits of 
the project. 

Turning to my second point on perspective, we have recently sub- 
mitted to the President, as Senator Watkins pointed out, a letter which 
I submit, in which we indicated to the President that certain projects 
like Hells Canyon must ultimately be included in the working goal for 
the Columbia River Basin because of no alternatives for meeting the 
long-range flood-control needs of the Pacific Northwest. 

Senator Anperson. I will ask that, without objection, the letter 
from the association to President Eisenhower, dated December 28, 
1956, and the reply of Sherman Adams, Assistant to the President, 


dated January 12, 1957, be put in the record, Mr. Norwood. 


Mr. Norwoop. Thank you, sir. 
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(The letters referred to follow :) 


Tue WHIrTe House, 
THE ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT, 
Washington, January 12, 1957. 
Mr. Gus Norwoop, 
Executive Secretary, Northicest Public Power Association, Inc., 
Vancouver, Wash. 


My Dear Mr. Norwoop: I wish to thank you on behalf of the President for 
your letter of December 28, 1956, with accompanying resolution, outlining the 
views of the Northwest Public Power Association relative to the development of 
water resources and power in the Pacific Northwest. 

This administration is basically in agreement with the views expressed in the 
resolution accompanying your letter regarding the need for the development 
of our water resources and power in the Pacific Northwest and Alaska. The 
accomplishment of this development will require, as in the past, the joint efforts 
of the Federal Government, the States, and local interests—both private and 
public. 

I am sure your realize that the tremendous investment of funds which will be 
neded, if this work is to be accomplished in an orderly and expeditious manner. 
goes beyond the capability of any single interest. The President, however, is 
confident that the Federal Government working with the States and local in- 
terests will be able to provide its share of the funds needed for this development. 

In order to determine more accurately the current need for and the priority of 
the individual projects which make up this total development, the administration 
has directed the Corps of Engineers to undertake a full review of the Columbia 
River Basin, which is scheduled for completion during fiscal year 1958, and funds 
have been appropriated for this purpose in 1957. 

The President appreciates receiving the views of your association on this 
matter, and it is hoped that this will reassure you of his continued interest in 
this problem. Copies of your letter and the accompanying resolution have been 
sent to the Secretaries of the Interior and the Army for their use. 

Sincerely, 
SHERMAN ADAMS. 


DECEMBER 28, 1956. 
Subject: Pacific Northwest Water Resources and Power. 


President DwieuTt D. EISENHOWER, 
The White Houscv, Washington, D. C. . 

Dear Mr. PrResippntT: This petition, in the form of the attached printed 
resolution, is respectfully submitted on behalf of the 1,750,000 people served by 
the 102 consumer-owned electric systems of Washington, Oregon, Montana, Idaho, 
and Alaska comprising the Northwest Public Power Association. 

It presents for your consideration specific recommendations for inclusion in 
your long-range water-resources program, including a new method for financing 
the program. 

This association has recently completed considerable research looking toward 
the definition and establishment of a practical working goal for the comprehensive 
development of water resources of the Columbia River Basin within the United 
States for the next 20 or so years. Our recommendations, as set forth in the 
enclosed resolution, are the result of this research, and provide in summary: 

(1) A minimum 10-dam construction program for the next 20 years.to pro- 
duce 9 million kilowatts of power, 22 million acre-feet of upstream storage, cost 
$2.5 billion and produce $200 million of additional power revenue per year. 

(2) Authorization by Congress of a regional power agency to finance these 
and other projects through issuance of electric-revenue bonds. 

(3) By means of upstream storage cut in half the record 1894 flood at The 
Dalles, Oreg., to 600,000 cubic feet per second as the practical working goal for 
comprehensive development of the Columbia River. 

The recommendations will insure completion of the navigation locks to Lewis- 
ton, Idaho, substantially contro) fioods and meet about half the power require- 
ments of the region. The construction of Libby, Paradise, and Glacier View will 
make feasible a third powerhouse at Grand Coulee Dam and this is included in 
the investment program. 








ry 
0, 


in 
ig 
rd 
ve 
ed 
he 


‘O- 
st 


se 


‘he 
for 


ris- 
re- 
vill 

in 





HELLS CANYON. PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 311 


HUNGRY HORSE DAM PROVIDES PATTERN 


The central problem of the Columbia River arises from the fact that 73 percent 
of the average annual flow occurs in the 6 summer months, with resultant flood- _ 
ing, and then during the 6 winter months, when power needs are greatest, the flow 
is only 27 percent of the average annual runoff. 

The pattern of action to remedy this unbalance is provided by the experience 
in operating the one outstanding combination flood-control and power-storage 
project, the Hungry Horse Dam located high in the mountains of western 
Montana. 

Hungry Horse Dam provides 3 million acre-feet of usable storage space for 
capturing summer floodwater, holding it until winter, and then, when generators 
stand idle at numerous downstream dams because of the low winter flow, the 
Hungry Horse Dam releases its valuable water to produce power both at site and 
at all downstream dams to carry the critically high winter electric utility loads. 
In fact of its 840,000-kilowatt contribution to the prime power output of the 
systeme, 212,000 kilowatts is at site and 628,000 kilowatts or 3 times as much is 
created at downstream dams. Yet only half the downstream head below Hungry 
Horse Dam is being utilized. As more dams are built, the downstream benefits 
will increase. 

In some river basins a dam may be used for either power or flood control. The 
two uses are in conflict. But in the Columbia River Basin as illustrated by 
Hungry Horse Dam the same storage space may be used with the regularity of 
the seasons for both flood control and generation of power. Upstream storage 
thus makes good water out of bad water. 

The Hungry Horse 3 million acre-foot reservoir may be considered as a “dipper” 
capable of catching one-sixtieth of the Columbia River’s annual runoff of 180. 
million acre-feet. 

To cut in half the record 1894 flood of 1,240,000 cubic feet per second at The 
Dalles to about 600,000 cubic feet per second would require 16 Hungry Horse 
projects or about 48 million acre-feet of usable storage, strategically located on 
the headwaters of the Columbia. Of these 16 the region now has the equivalent 
of 3144 or about 20 percent of the needed total, and this existing storage can 
reduce the record 1,240,000 cubie feet per. second to 1,110,000 cubic feet per 
second. Thus 80 percent of the flood-control challenge still lies ahead. 


LACK OF GOOD STORAGE DAM SITES 


A major conclusion of our study is that the Columbia River Basin, in contrast 
to many other river basins, suffers from a scarcity of upstream storage reservoirs 
to control the devastating floods of the Columbia River. The study also shows 
that these floodwaters can be put to good use for the creation of considerable 
electric power. The storage reservoirs proposed would be dual in purpose, 
serving both to control floods and generate electricity. 

Unlike the Missouri River and the Colorado River which have little water but 
much storage, the Columbia River has much water but little storage potential. 

Hoover Dam Reservoir with its 31 million acre-feet of total capacity (or which 
27,872,000 acre-feet is active storage) is almost twice as great as the entire 
annual flow of the Colorado River. The Glen Canyon Dam now under construc- 
tion will take years to fill its 26 million acre-foot total capacity. 

Similarly the Missouri has huge reservoirs such as Fort Pech Dam with 19 
million acre-feet, Oahe Dam with 23 million acre-feet, and Garrison Dam with 
23 million acre-feet. Yet, the entire average annual flow of the Missouri at 
St. Louis is only about 33 million acre-feet. When all dams are completed 
in the Missouri Basin, they will suffice to hold at least 5 years’ precipitation 
for that entire basin covering much of 10 States. 

Consider by contrast that the average flow of the Columbia River into the 
Pacific Ocean is 180 million acre-feet a year, or the equivalent of 5 Missouri 
rivers or 9 Colorado hivers. In further contrast, the largest potential storage 
reservoir which can be developed in the Columbia River Basin within the United 
States is Nez Perce Dam with only 4,800,000 acre-feet. This amount is less than 
one-fifth the usable storage of Hoover Dam. 
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In its comprehensive 308 plan published in 1948, the Corps of Engineers estah- 
lished as the maximum ultimate goal that possibly ¢ as much as 125 million acre- 
feet of usable storage might be attainable in the Columbia River Basin. How- 
ever, even this amount of storage represents a ratio of usable storage to average 
annual runoff for the Columbia River of only 0.69 whereas the comparable ratio 
for the Colorado and Missouri will ultimately exceed 4.00 and possibly 5.00. 


THE MAIN CONTROL PLAN OF 1948 


The Army plan of 1948 also contained a short-range working plan for construc- 
tion by 1960 to 1965 which included Libby Dam, Hells Canyon Dam, and other 
projects which have not yet been built. The total amount of storage added by 
this main control plan was a modest 27 million acre-feet. Yet even this modest 
interim goal has not been achieved. 


THE FUTURE MAIN CONTROL PLAN 


We are now looking beyond the Army’s 1948 study in our effort to define and 
establish a practical working goal for the comprehensive development of the 
Columbia River. At one extreme we feel it is improbable that the Army’s the- 
oretical 125 million acre-feet of storage will ever be achieved even in a hundred 
years. That amount of storage would require the uprooting of hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars in railroad investment, highways, and entire cities. 

For power purposes our region ultimately could use the entire 125 million 
acre-feet of upstream storage if that could somehow be achieved. 

For flood control purposes probably 60 million acre-feet coulld be used but we 
are advised by the Corps of Engineers that to cut in half the Columbia River 
record 1894 flood of 1,240,000 cubic feet per second at The Dalles, Oregon to 
600,000 cubic feet per second would require about 47 million acre-feet of usable 
storage. 

In terms of economic feasibility, on a benefit-to-cost ratio basis, we can see 
about 50 million acre-feet of upstream storage reservoirs as reasonably possible 
within the United States and possibly an additional 10 million acre-feet in 
Canada. 

In view of all these factors we have concluded that the practical working goal 
for the comprehensive plan for developing the Columbia River and its tributaries 
is to cut in half the record 1894 flood to 600,000 cubie feet per second at The 
Dalles. This calls for about 47 million acre-feet of usable storage. 

The attainment of this amount of storage would make possible the production 
of about 21,500,000 kilowatts of hydroelectric power on the Columbia. Let me 
relate and summarize for you the relationships of the three components of (1) 
upstream storage, (2) flood control, and (3) power in table form: 


Phase C Phase D 








main control; practical 
| plan as ree- | working goal 
} ommended | herewith 
| by Corps of | submitted 
| Engineers | for attain- 
| 30Srenort | ment by 
| of 1948 | 1975-80 
icine |—--~ |_—__—— 
Amount of gross usable upstream storage in acre -feet | 97, 000, 000 | 47. 000, 00 
Columpia River flow at The Dalles under conditions of the 1804 flood of } Teh eb 
a A a eee 800, 090 600, 000 
Columbia River flood flow stave at Vancouver. The 1, 240,000 cubic feet 
per second at The Dalles corresponding to 34.3 feet... 26. 6 21.7 
Firm power production made possible by use of stored floodwater, in kilo- | | 
I OE a ls cctv dick winiegeaest >> setae miata Meera ai Seecaiee 12, 500, 000 21, 500, 090 


The achievement of 47 million ace-feet of upsteam stoage will be vey difficult. 
This is shown by the status of the Army’s 1948 short range, main control plan 
which is phase C of its long-ange comprehensive plan. Even of that modest goal 
of 27,590,000 acre-feet only 8,070,000 acre-feet is in sight. 
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Total storage usable for flood control 


[Acre-feet] 


| Usable stor- 








Hungry Horse__. 
Glacier View -- 
Grand Coulee __- 
Hells Canyon. .-.- 
Palisades a 
Boise Valley projects._.....__-_- 

Payette Valley project... ___- 
Priest Rapids---._- “a | 
SORIRUIION. babe dllicn ss x 


980, 000 2, 980, 000 
160, 000 |__- <a 

120, 000 1, 500, 000 
880, 600 1, 000, 000 
200, 000 1, 200, 000 
dl Se 
900, 000 | 390, 000 
100, 000 | 500, 000 
000, 000 |. 500, 000 


age contem- Present 
plated from | outlook 
main contro] 1956 
| plan (1948 
| outlook) 
. : ee NEE, Ss 
Libby- , 250, 000 iy +355 





NON = oo oreo no 


Nw | 
~“ 


| 

| 

UDR eat ok dp debt. adifed : . , 590, 000 | 8, 070, 000 
: | i 


The difference between 8,070,000 acre-feet which is now realized or in sight 
and the 47 million acre-feet working goal leaves a deficiency of almost 39 mil- 
lion acre-feet. How can this’ deficit ‘be' met? 

The next table shows the most desirable and more feasible remaining storage 
sites within the United States suitable for flood control and power. Some of 
these may be marginal as to economic feasibility. Detailed studies are not 
always available. : 

Acre-feet 


PE ee ee a ee ee lee 4, 800, 000 
BAD SS Pe S DO TE LE RE LEO OC Ae ORNS ee eee 4, 250, 000 
I a sor eth aad tien tate ee ee 4, 680, 000 
COPTIC ICI eee dete te ee eee 3, 730, 000 
SR I ene ee coe ee ee en tee eta ee 3, 160, 000 
Hells Canyon’s 3.88’s in place of Brownlee’s 1.0 million acre-feet, adds_ 2, 880, 000 
ac did MR at A ala IT ee 2, 300, 000 
Te ee ee ee ee re ee pe eee 2, 000, 000 
Similkameen_-_-_-__- erecta ee re 1, 600, 000 
a ee in cae eee ce ee ee nthe en eee ee 1, 433, 000 
CPEs eee So each eee a ae ee ec ee 1, 480, 000 
OO i ree cereiovn tine a aachasee etna eae a eee 1, 510, 000 
I Uo eran, ee en ee 1, 000, 000 
Kettle River____---.- ee es eres seed aie asda ceeast ores Saipnibveomenmaeentee aaa 900, 000 
Rays Ferry_-_-- Dee oe iss ier of cee ss cheer ne ap pac ee a ee a 970, 000 
Maraing? 2. it a Se eae ee eee ee a 830, 000 
a nn ee een ann eee apie amend 960, 000 
ere oe ee ca aire ares escent eemnieeaemnae eens 500, 000 
PN ch ere ees sree san tener eae eam ae amie 300, 000 
Wn CO el en nn occa raed 450, 000 

BOCRTO APS NOE. UA LTE DE AE eS | ell ores, eae 39, 138, 000 


Mr. President, from this study we find that the critical element, the crux, in 
achieving the modest phase D flood control target is upstream storage. 

We find that about 47 million acre-feet is the point of balance between the need 
and the economically feasible supply of upstream storage. 

We have no storage space to spare and absolutely none to waste. 

We need some 39 million acre-feet additional usable upstream storage as the 
practical working goal for the comprehensive development of the Columbia River 
and its tributaries. : 

HIGH PLEASANT VALLEY DAM 


These studies put in proper perspective some of the random proposals being 
made from time to time. A recent instance is the suggestion to build the so-called. 
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high Pleasant Valley Dam as 1 of the 5 projects to take the place of the original 
Army and Bureau of Reclamation plan for Nez Perce Dam and high Hells 
Canyon. 

The high Pleasant Valley Dam with 1,300,000 acre-feet and Brownlee Dam with 
1 million acre-feet would total only 2,300,000 acre-feet of storage as contrasted 
to Nez Perce Dam with 4,800,000 and Hells Canyon 3,880,000 or a total of 6,680,000 
acre-feet of usable storage. The high Pleasant Valley and Brownlee projects 
would provide only about a fourth as much storage. They would needlessly and 
wastefully sacrifice 6,380,000 acre-feet of usable storage. 

Moreover, in terms of power, and under conditions obtaining when all down- 
stream dams are built, the Nez Perce and high Hells Canyon combination will 
provide the region with about 2,500,000 kilowatts of firm power over and above 
the full output of the proposed substitutes. Thus to sacrifice the two high dams 
in favor of Brownlee Dam, Oxbow Dam, little Hells Canyon Dam, Mountain 
Sheep Dam and the so-called high Pleasant Valley Dam would destroy more than 
the equivalent of a Grand Coulee Dam out of the region’s power potential. 

From the standpoint of your administration and in conformance with the 
policies you have announced on comprehensive development, of water resources, 
we respectfully recommend that the so-called high Pleasant Valley Dam be held 
in abeyance pending a high level review of this situation. 

We very much prefer, and we respectfully recommend in the enclosed resolu- 
tion, that Congress be requested to enact legislation to authorize the high Hells 
Canyon Dam and also to reserve for ultimate construction the Nez Perce Dam. 
This is the only known and feasible method of achieving full development of this 
portion of the Columbia River Basin for maximum flood control and power bene- 
fits. 

CANADIAN NEGOTIATIONS 


In establishing this goal of 47 million acre-feet of storage, and in listing all 
available and economically feasible projects which barely enable us to meet this 
goal, we omitted storage dams which might be built at some future date in Can- 
ada. There is good reason for this omission. 

Since we will be expected to pay Canada for downstream benefits created by 
its future upstream dams, three factors should be taken into account in our best 
national interest: 

First, upstream storage in dual storage for both flood control and power at 
least to our recommended phase D level of development. If that is the limit 
for flood control credit or benefit, then the storage achieved beyond that level 
is single purpose storage for power purposes only. Hence we should strive to 
furnish within the United States the requisite 47 million acre-feet of dual stor- 
age and then be happy to pay whatever is fair to Canada for the additional but 
single purpose power storage. We are in this bargaining position only so long as 
we can ourselves provide 47 million acre-feet of dual storage. 

Secondly, the nature of the river regulation problem is such that a million 
acresfeet of storage provided in the initial stages of river basin development 
is 2, 3 or more times as efficient as the same identical storage project would 
be if added to the system 50 years later when the river is more fully developed. 

This is illustrated at pages 399 and 400 of the Army’s 308 report, House Docu- 
ment 531, by a comparison of two upstream storage dams in terms of effective- 
ness in regulating the Columbia River flow at McNary Dam. For that problem 
it was assumed that the region already had 26,500,000 acre-feet of upstream 
storage or just over half of the phase “D” goal of 47 million. 

If Nez Perce Dam with 4,800,000 acre-feet of storage is-added first, the de- 
pendable flow at McNary Dam of 108,900 cubic feet per second is increased by 
6,500 cubic feet per second. 

If next a dam is built in Canada, say Mica Creek Dam with 10 million acre- 
feet of storage, the dependable flow would be increased a further 6,700 cubic 
feet per second. Note that it took twice as much Mica Creek storage to create 
about the same amount of added regulated streamflow. : 

Now, reversing, if Mica Creek were added first, the dependable flow at Mc- 
Nary would increase by 11,300 cubie feet per second and the subsequent adding 

of Nez Perce would increase this only a further 1,900 cubic feet per second for 
cao total effect of 13,200 cubic feet per second (6,500 plus 6,700 or 11,300 plus 
1,900). 

This analysis from the Army’s 308 report demonstrates the importance of 

Nez Perce Dam in our negotiations with Canada. 
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As long as we build, or retain the opportunity ultimately to build, the Nez 
Perce Dam, we have a trump card in the negotiations which is the equal of 
Mica Creek Dam as the trump card on the part of the negotiators for Canada. 

Thus in terms of our national interest our Nez Perce Dam with 4,800,000 acre- 
feet of siorage equates with the Mica Creek Dam with an assumed 10 million © 
acre-feet of storage. This argument obtains for the power negotiations. 

The combination of the flood control and the power storage argument makes 
the Nez Perce Dam actually superior, under these premises than Mica Creek. 

This line of reasoning is already in part suggested by Mr. Len Jordan in the 
upper Columbia hearings and in the April 15, 1955, Special Inter-Agency Study 
on United States and Canadian Storage Projects, Columbia River and Tribu- 
taries. 

Thirdly, the Nez Perce and similar projects within the United States offer 
the advantage that they would be completely under United States control. 


CONCLUSION 


From the standpoint of the best public interest, from the standpoint of best 
conservation and comprehensive development of resources and from the stand- 
point of your administration it is respectfully submitted that your administra- 
tion consider and adopt the following policies and program: 

(1) By means of upstream storage to cut in half the record 1894 flood of 
1,240,000 cubic feet per second to 600,000 cubic feet per second as the practical 
working goal in the comprehensive plan for the Columbia River. 

(2) Ultimate construction of Nez Perce Dam and.as a corollary that the 
Federal Power Commission be requested to refer to Congress the matter of 
determining both how and when to build Nez Perce Dam. 

(3) Authorization and earliest feasible construction of Hells Canyon Dam 
and as a corollary the recision by Congress of the present FPC licenses for 
small alternative projects. 

(4) Start of construction of John Day Dam during 1957 and Lower Monu- 
mental during 1957 or 1958. 

(5) Legislation to create the Columbia River Development Corporation pat- 
terned after the St. Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation with authority 
to issue electric revenue bonds on a self-liquidating basis. Our draft of legis- 
lation will be available in January. 

(6) Authorization of Paradise Dam, Glacier View Dam, and Bruces Eddy Dam 
when feasible. 


(7) Construction of Libby Dam after agreement has been reached with 
Canada. 


(8) Continuance of the policies which insure adequate transmission lines for 
delivery of power from Federal projects with first priority to nonprofit agencies. 

(9) Construction of Yellowtail Dam in Montana and authorization and con- 
struction of waterpower projects in Alaska. 

This program is wealth-creating and self-liquidating. 

The Pacific Northwest is a young, struggling economy but our growth since 
1950 has been slowing. Had Oregon maintained the national average rate of 
growth since 1950, the average income of Oregon families would be $400 higher 
today, a scant 5 years later. This decline hurts Oregon and also the United 
States Treasury. ’ 

In our view the best, prompt antidote for this economic slippage is a construc- 
tive waterpower development program 

Respectfully submitted. t 

NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, 
Gus Norwoop, Ezvecutive Secretary. 


Senator Dworsuak. What was in that letter? Can you tell us 
briefly ? 

Mr. Norwoop. In this letter which we submitted to the President 
was a list of the projects necessary to reduce the 1894 flood to 600,000 
cubic feet per second at The Dalles, and requiring approximately 47 
million acre-feet of upstream storage. 

In this letter we indicate a basic difference between the Columbia 
River and other rivers such as the Colorado and the Missouri. 
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For example, the Columbia River amounts to about 9 times the flow 
of the Colorado River. Yet our largest potential storage site, which 
happens to be Nez Perce at 4.8 million acre-feet of usable storage, is 
only one-fifth the size of Hoover Dam with its 2714 million acre-feet 
of usable storage, the Hoover Dam being able to store the entire runoff 
of the Colorado River for 2 years. 

We in the Columbia River Basin are long on water supply and short 
on storage sites with which to control our river. 

We also have the further difficulty, as the Army demonstrated in its 
1948 report of about 1,000 projects, dam sites which they looked at, 
a great many are unfeasible, are not able to make the economic feasi- 
bility standards of the Corps of Engineers and, therefore, did not 
qualify to be included in the 308 report. 

Senator Dworsuak. In your letter do you include Bruces Eddy on 
Clearwater ? 

Mr. Norwoop. Yes, sir; we included Bruces Eddy. It is one of the 
dozen or so projects which meet the standards for feasibility and we 
are on record and favor the ultimate construction of Bruces Eddy 
when the local problems can be take care of. 

Senator DworsnHak: What is your current attitude, as you ex- 
pressed it in that letter, to the Nez Perce Dam? 

Mr. Norwoop. The Nez Perce project also, we hope, can ultimately 
be constructed when the problem of fish passage is taken care of. 

Senator Dworsuak. What are your hopes concerning Libby Dam? 

Mr. Norwoop. We urged in the letter that the negotiations with re- 
spect: to the Libby project be expedited, looking tow: ard early construc- 
tion of the project. 

Mr. Chairman, even on the assumption of all of the projects which 
we listed in the letter to the President, we find that there are no pro}- 
ects which can substitute for each other and that all the available 
economically feasible upstream storage projects are needed to meet 
the long-range flood-control targets of the region. 

Ther efore, we asked the President to include in his long-range pro- 
gram for the Columbia River the specific list of projects w hich we sub- 
mitted in order to meet these goals and that no project should be al- 
lowed to be considered as an alternative for any other. 

Supplemental to that point we suggested that the various projects 
or methods of development of the Pleasant Valley Dam site should be 
denied because those developments could not be satisfactory alterna- 
tives and could not provide as much storage as the high Hells Canyon 
and ultimately the Nez Perce. 

May I say also, Mr. Chairman, that the Snake River, while it pro- 
vides only 20.4 percent of the flow of the Columbia River at the mouth 
of the Columbia River, contributed 33 percent of the 1894 flood peak. 

Thus the Snake as a whole is a flooder of the Columbia River system. 

Senator DworsHax. What percentage of the 1948 waters did the 
Snake contribute? Do you have that? 

Mr. Norwoop. I do not have that figure here, sir. It is available 
in the 308 report. 

There is a chart which has that available. I do not have it here. 


oe 


In addition to Snake River providing 33 percent of the 1894 flood, 


it has the greatest potential for upstream storage for taking care of 
the floods which it creates. 
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In a letter and table of projects which the Chairman of the Federal 
Power Commission, Thomas Buchanan, provided us, we found that 
46.5 percent of the physically and engineeringly feasible storage proj- 
ects In the Columbia River Basin could be constructed in the Snake 
River. Those projects, however, were not evaluated from an economic 
standpoint, so we do not know what that figure would be. 

But the Snake River is a flooder and the uptream storage for the 
control of those floods can be built in the Snake River. 

We are in the peculiarly happy position that in the Pacific North- 
west, as contrasted with many other parts of the country, flood con- 
trol and power generation go hand in hand. 

The Columbia River sends 73 persent of its water to the ocean in 
the 6 summer months, the flood season. Yet in the winter season 
when we need the power it sends down only 27 percent of the water 
and, therefore, projects like Bonneville Dam, McNary, other down- 
stream projects, are always short of power in the winter months. 

That is the time to release the stored floodwaters such as at Hungry 
Horse Dam and Hells Canyon would be a twin brother of Hungry 
Horse. 

We could get tremendous downstream benefits. 

It is significant that these downstream benefits would occur pri- 
marily at Federal dams. The Federal Government itself would be the 
chief beneficiary of the river regulation which the Hells Canyon 
project would provide and that strictly as a good businessman the 
Federal Government would find the Hells Canyon project a good 
piece of business with the benefits accruing at dams which already 
have adequate generating installations to take advantage of the river 
regulation, 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony. I will be very happy 
to answer any questions which the committee may have. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you Mr. Norwood. 

Senator Dworshak. 

Senator DworsHaxk. Yes. I join with you in expressing the need 
for storage reservoirs for river control on the Snake River. 

Do you consider the Hells Canyon Dam an upstream reservoir? 

Mr. Norwoop. Yes, sir. I hasten to add there that it is upstream 
with respect to what might be called the second Snake River. The 
first Snake River, which is controlled primarily now by Palisades 
Dam, for many intents and purposes terminates at about Milner Dam. 

Sometimes the Snake River is completely dried up below Milner 
Dam. 

In the long run more and more of the water above Milner Dam will 
be diverted to irrigation and dry up the river. Then at Thousand 
Springs and due to the irrigation drainage waters we have a new 
Snake River being released and the second Snake River is what will 
be regulated by a project such as the high Hells Canyon Dam. 

Senator Dworsuaxk. If you look at the map behind you, depicting 
the Snake River Basin and visualize where the location of the Snake 
River Dam, the area we have been talking about, which is approxi- - 
mately 100 miles downstream from Weiser, with Weiser being ap- 
»yroximately 500 miles or probably more than that from the Wyoming 
leeetagl and whether we have one Snake River, two, or several Snake 
Rivers, that map shows the potential amounts not only of irrigation 
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development throughout the Snake River, but a stretch of at least 500 
miles where we can build what the irrigators in Idaho consider up- 
stream storage. 

Do you agree with these irrigators in Idaho that the higher up- 
stream they go in locating these storage reservoirs that the better it 
will be in fully utilizing and controlling the waters of the Snake River ? 

Mr. Norwoop. We agree generally, Senator. 

However, in connection with my duty on the general advisory com- 
mittee to General Foote on the review of the 308 report, we have 
looked at the Guffey project and the Marsing project in the western 
half of the Snake River in southern Idaho and we have found much 
resistance to building high dams at those sites because it would flood 
out lands which are somewhat used for farming today and are capable 
of much greater development by future irrigation. 

So we have run into resistance to both the Marsing and Guffey 
sites and we are forced to go into Hells Canyon to do the job of re- 
regulating. . 

The only two substantial sites available in the Hells Canyon are 
the high Hells Canyon and Nez Perce. 

Furthermore, there is no further opportunity below the Nez Perce 
site of storing water. 

So it seems to me that we are forced, at least by the public opinion 
as we have found it in connection with the 308 report, we are forced 
to look at only these two sites. 

Senator Dworsnak. But you would not object to building further 
upstream projects if they can be found without inundating unnecs- 
sarily irrigated lands under cultivation now. 

You would have no objection to the full utilization of Snake River 
water by the people who live in Idaho and who irrigate those areas 
for a livelihood ? 

Mr. Norwoop. We are very much in favor of the water being used 
first for irrigation purposes. 

Senator Dworsnak. I do not want to drag out this hearing, Mr. 
Chairman, but in view of the fact that you have served as the dis- 
tinguished chairman in the 84th Congress of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, and are a very influential member now, I would like 
to direct your attention to page 3 of Mr. Norwood’s statement, where 
he refers to the Bureau of Reclamation using a 150-year deprecia- 
tion period for Hungry Horse Dam and a hundred-year period for 
others, and then we find this statement referring to the life expectancy 
of these dams: 

By that standard Hells Canyon should have indefinite service life with no silt 
problem for the first thousand years. 

I am sure that if the hour were not late we might have some en- 
lightenment from the chairman of this committee as to the potential 
use of atomic energy in the development of power in the years ahead. 

Senator Anperson. Well, I am sure I would be glad to get into that 
discussion here or hereafter. I still fee] that the country is going to 
require continually increasing amounts of power and my hope, Sena- 
tor Dworshak, is that it will require a great deal of that out in the part 
of the country that you and I both love, our States. 

And that as the years go by hydroelectric power will still be of great 
importance. 
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I am not so sure that we will use our coal supplies for fuel. I am 
not so sure we will use all our oil for fuel after atomic energy has 
developed. 

But the way power requirements are going up in this country I 
know of no one who can predict what type of fuel we will be using 
for a long, long time to come. 

I am very glad Senator Dworshak has joined the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. I think it is a very important thing because the 
area that he represents is of great significance at the present time to 
the atomic effort of this country. 

Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, may I clarify that the statement 
refers only to the silt problem. It refers only to the sentence imme- 
diately preceding that sentence, that if the silt problem permits the 
Hoover Dam to be good for 300 years, then by that standard Hells 
Canyon should have indefinite service life with no silt problem for 
the first 1,000 years. 

That is the only reference I made with respect to that statement. 

Senator DworsHax. You are a real optimist with regard to these 
projects. 

Senator Anprrson. I would say that if another member of this 
committee happened to be here today and heard you say that Hoover 
Dam was going to be good for 300 years he would want to know who 
was going to own it after the bonds were paid off. Does that go to the 
benefit of Nevada or would it still be used for the Treasury of the 
United States ? 

So we have saved ourselves some discussion today by others of the 
committee not being here. ; 

Mr. Norwoop. It is a most germane point because these projects 
achieve their greatest value after the 50th year because there are no 
more interest payments or principal payments to be made. There is 
only the cost of operation and replacement and they become really 
very, very attractive investments at that stage. 

(Mr. Norwood later submitted the following for the record :) 


NorTHWEST PusLic PowER ASSOCIATION, ING., 
Vancouver, Wash., March 15, 1957. 
Hon. Cirnton P. ANDERSON, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: On behalf of the board of trustees and membership 
of the Northwest Public Power Association, I wish to express appreciation to 
you and members of the committee for holding the recent hearings for Hells 
Canyon Dam. 

‘In reviewing my notes I find a few items which may require clarification and 
emphasis, and accordingly, I request that this letter may be made part of the 
record supplemental to my testimony. 

Mr. Parry of the Idaho Power Co. improperly, and without authority, pre- 
sented to the committee statements on regional power supply and needs from 
what he purported to be the 10th report of the Pacific Northwest Governors’ 
Power Policy Committee. I am a member of this committee and of its engineer- 
ing subcommittee. We have “received” 7 reports in the past 3 years. We have 
approved none. The last three so-called reports have been prepared by the 
engineering committee, but have not been submitted to the Governors’ Com- 
mittee. They are illegitimate. 

Furthermore, the 10th report in particular is under protest within the engi- 
neering committee. Governor Holmes has announced his intention not to 
participate in the Governors’ Committee, which is not surprising when you 
consider that of the 23-man membership, the majority are private utility execu- 
tives, and their staff consists of Mr. C. Jack Mosley on leave from Ebasco Serv- 
ices who does a distorted job of preparing engineering reports. 
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So as my first point, I submit that Mr. Parry’s use of the so-called 10th report 
is improper, unauthorized, and designed to mislead your committee. 

Second. I wish to emphasize that the use by Mr. Parry of the 1948 Columbia 
River flood is deceptive. This flood was at least 10 percent below the 1,240,000 
cubic feet per second peak flow of the record 1894 flood. The chief reason for 
the lower peak flow of the 1948 flood was the dry winter and spring in southern 
Idaho. At the Oxbow site, the respective flows were: 1894 (estimated but 
considered highly reliable) 130,000 cubic feet per second, as contrasted to the 
recorded 1948 flow of about 55,000 cubie feet per second (I’m using this from 
memory so this figure is rounded off). Thus it will be seen that the Oxbow 
flow in 1894 was about 250 percent of the 1948 flow. 

I submit that obviously it is deceptive to use the 1948 figures. Even the 
February 25 flow, which completely flooded out and largely destroyed the exca- 
vation work of the Idaho Power Co. at Brownlee Dam site, reached 60,000 
cubic feet per second as compared to the unusually low 1948 flow of only 55,000 
cubie feet per second. 

Third. Mr. Parry claims that private power operation of Brownlee Dam 
would be in the interest of flood control. This is the usual promise before private 
power dams are built. We saw in the 1948 flood how two private power dams 
in the Columbia River Basin were operated so as actually to dump water on 
top of the flood crest and aggravate the flood. FPC policing and enforcement 
of licensing provisions has been lax. I cannot accept Mr. Parry’s assurance. 

Fourth. Mr. Parry claimed that ultimately the high Hells Canyon Dam 
would be operated on substantially a constant level, full reservoir basis as a 
run-of-the-river dam. That simply is not true. The experience at Shasta Dam, 
Boulder Dam and the recent excellent performance under severe flood condi- 
tions of control by TVA dams verifies the logic of the operating plan for the 
high Hells Canyon Dam. It may well be that the Idaho Power Co. would operate 
the high Hells Canyon Dam improperly. That is irrelevant. It has not offered 
to build the project and has no duty to control fleods and also has no interest 
‘in downstream power and navigation benefits. 

Fifth. Mr. Parry refers to an FPC license as a contract conferring property 
rights. This is not true. Federal courts hold an FPC license to be a privilege 
not a contract. The license is a user privilege expiring in.50 years. It is also 
not a leasehold and, if transferred, may not be given value in any rate base. 
The Federal Government also reserves the right to reacquire any licensed site 
under three different provisions of the Federal Power Act. 

Sixth. Mr. Parry indicated that southern Idaho could obtain an irrigation 
subsidy through an increase in electric power rates at existing dams such as 
Bonneville Dam. This presupposes a lot of dead bodies lying around. Our 
Association goes along with the irrigation subsidy in §S. 555 because the source 
of funds would be new revenue-producing assets. We cannot accept new 
liabilities without the creation of new assets. The benefits of the high Hells 
Canyon Dam are so great that we can then afford to subsidize some new irriga- 
tion. The Idaho Power Co. scheme would preclude and prevent construction 
of the Mountain Home irrigation project under any pattern or procedure now 
available. 

Seventh. Mr. Parry made large claims relative to the protection afforded by 
State courts to the irrigators. Without proving or offering to prove the contrary, 
I submit that is not so. Idaho law is quite weak as water laws go. The Idaho 
Power Co. has often obtained the release of water for power while the irrigators 
stood helplessly by. The whole history of the American Falls Dam and con- 
tracts is so bad as to warrant investigation by Congress. 

Highth. Mr. Parry’s deference to State law does not square with the facts 
existing in Oregon. The Idaho Power Co. is proceeding at Brownlee in violation 
of Oregon law and is involved in proceedings, request for waivers, and possible 
criminal indictment. 

This recital is based on notes hurriedly taken during the hearings. A study 
of the transcript would permit a much more extensive catalog of errors in Idaho 
Power Co. testimony. 

Our own presentation of the high Hells Canyon case was brief. The greatest 
difficulty in our case has been in explaining the long range role of the Hells 
Canyon Dam in the overall, comprehensive and unified, multiple-purpose develop- 
ment of the Columbia River and tributaries. The Snake River, as I show in 
the attached four articles, constitutes 20.4 percent of the average annual 
Columbia River flow, but provided 33 percent of the 1894 flood crest, and by 
means of Hells Canyon and other sites, can provide 46.5 percent of the upstream 
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storage capable of development in the United States portion of the Columbia 
Riyer Basin. Thus while the Snake provides only one-fifth of Columbia River 
flow, it contributes one-third of the record flood danger and it could provide 
almost one-half of the storage. The Snake River is America’s finest power 
stream. 

The hearing record is also silent on the issues of monopoly and political 
domination of the State of Idaho by the Idaho Power Co. If the Hells Canyon 
Dam is not built, the iron grip of the Idaho Power Co. will be even tighter over 
the economic and political life of Idaho. This is a simple case where evil will 
prevail if good men and women merely turn their eyes away and do nothing. 

We urge Congress to do something. We urge Congress to do something truly 
great. We urge Congress to build the high Hells Canyon Dam. Time is running 
out fast. This decision will be forever. 


Respectfully, ine 
us Norwoop. 





{From Pacific Northwest Public Power Bulletin] 
WHAT ABoUT THE SALMON RIVER? 
FIVE MILLION KILOWATT RIVER 


Inecased in one of the longest canyons in the world flows the mysterious Salmon 
River, as one novelist calls it, ’The River of No Return.” 

From the 11,000 foot summits of the Sawtooth Mountains the 400-mile 
Salmon River drops precipitously and literally rapidly to only 900 feet above sea 
level where it joins the Snake. Boat travel is difficult with the current and 
impossible against the current. Along its abrupt precipices are no railroads and 
virtually no roads. With minor exceptions its valleys are desolate wastelands, 
Only a few hay farms hug its rocky cradle. 

Here is a dangerous, treacherous, rampant, and uncontrolled river. Its er- 
ratic floods for the past 41 years have been measured at the White Bird stream 
gage. Here in 1894 raged an estimated 120,000 cubic feet of water per second to 
be piled on top of the Snake and Columbia and contribute 10 percent of that 
alltime record 1,240,000 second-foot torrent. Yet in December 1932 the capricious 
flow piddled by at only 1,580 second-feet. Annual runoff has fluctuated from 
4,200,009 to 11,480,000, averaging 7,465,000 acre-feet. 

Cannot this irresponsible river be harhessed to serve man? Engineers say, 
yes. The Salmon River can produce more hydrolelectric power and flood control 
than the highly developed Tennessee River. It can produce more kilowatts than 
is today being sold by Bonneville Power Administration from 10 Federal dams 
including the huge Grand Coulee Dam. 

For this powerful virgin river the Federal Power Commission lists 61 potential 
dams with 4,157,500 kilowatts of installed generation capable of producing 
17,429,600,000 kilowatt-hours per year. Additionally these projects would pro- 
vide 11,270,800 acre-feet of valuable upstream storage of summer flood waters 
to create an additional million kilowatts or more of winter downstream power 
production. In terms of generating capacity the Salmon is worth eight Bonne- 
ville Dams. In terms of storage it is worth four Hungary Horse Dams. 

In contrast to this previous potential the Ebasco private power syndicate has 
proposed a 25-percent development at Pleasant Valley and Mountain Sheep in 
the bottom of Nez Perce Reservoir. Their plan would produce virtually no 
flood-control or downstream benefits. They would prevent ultimate construction 
of the 1,980,000-kilowatt Nez Perce Dam and harnessing of the Salmon River. 


DOUBLE-DUTY DAMS 


The region ¢@’ vLerately needs 15 Hungry Horse Dams of 8 million acre-feet 
each to cut in ' the 1894 flood. These are double duty dams. On May 22, 
1948 the Flathead River poured 110,000 cubic feet of water per second on top of 
the disastrous Columbia River flood. Six years later on May 20, 1954, Hungry 
Horse Dam was holding back the entire South Fork flow of 34,305 second-feet 
and thereby reduced the Flathead flow to 69,000 cubic feet per second. In 1 day 
Hungary Horse Reservoir rose 4 feet. In 2 weeks the storage rose 440,750 acre- 
feet. That winter the stored floodwater, which would only have been wasted 
over the spillways anyway in summer, came down instead under a controlled 
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schedule to churn through the turbines of nine downstream powerhouses to serve 
a power-starved region with valuable kilowatts. This illustrates how upstream 
storage makes good water out of bad water. These truly are double-duty dams, 
converting summer floods into winter energy. 


SALVAGING THE SALMON RUNS 


The once famous Columbia River salmon run has been cut to one-third or less. 
The vast schools of salmon which crowded Northwest rivers exist today only as 
one of grandfather’s fish stories. What is left on the Columbia is what got 
through the old nets. , 

The salmon have been greatly reduced by overfishing. For a half century 
the runs have gone downhill, long before the building of power dams. 

The hope now is to salvage enough salmon for maintaining a healthy sports 
fishery, recreation, and tourist industry. Over $300 million worth of fish lad- 
ders and Indian claims will be paid for by electricity users to help rebuild the 
salmon runs. Undoubtedly many hatcheries will have to be built in order to 
replace the spawning beds of the Salmon River. Possibly high head fish ladders 
will be developed by then. Either way more millions of dollars will have to be 
paid by power users. But look at the economics: 

Of the $17 million wholesale value of salmon allocated to the Columbia, as 
estimated in 1948, possibly one-third comes from the Salmon River, say $6 
million worth per year. On the other hand at an ultimate value of 6 mills per 
kilowatt-hour the Salmon River dams plus downstream benefits are capable of 
turning out $120 million worth of electricity annually. The ratio of benefits is 
20 to 1. Nor is it fair to assume that the Salmon River fish runs may not be 
ar and even increased. More study is needed. The goal is both power and 

h. 


ULTIMATE FULL DEVELOPMENT 


No one is urging immediate construction of Nez Perce Dam. The Army’s 308 
report devotes some 50 pages to a discussion of the Nez Perce Dam and ultimate 
harnessing of the Salmon River. The plan calls for constructing the Asotin and 
Clarkston Dams first so as to provide navigation to the Nez Perce site and save 
the cost of a construction railroad. The start of Nez Perce Dam is at least 10 
years away in the plan for orderly development. 

The Northwest Public Power Association has asked FPC to deny the applica- 
tion for partial development of the Nez Perce reach of the Snake River. The 
Association has not asked for immediate construction of Nez Perce but rather 
has requested a moratorium in order to preserve this valuable site pending study 
of all the problems to the end that the Army may formulate a plan of optimum 
development not only for Nez Perce but the entire Salmon River for the long 
run for all uses for all the people. 


Undeveloped waterpower of the Salmon River including the Nez Perce Dam 














Average 
Capacity annual Gross head | Usable stor- 
Project or site (kilowatts) generation | (feet) | age (acre- 
(1,000 kilo- feet) 
watt-hours) | 

a 
Wed ated Wat o see ak 1,980,000 | 7, 393, 000 | 615 4, 800, 000 
OD 4 etch nbn cdedhtnc be <yseb etait nebetes 260, 000 1, 069, 000 222 189, 000 
SI i sitet na detains an deck eieteninmminememaane 500, 000 2, 243, 000 611 1, 030, 000 
RT in 0S oc eccuesobasndn keene aaueunt | 91, 000 446, 800 | 3, 479 39, 000 
CN RONG 8 8s nn dacdsonnuesanndneneue 248, 000 968, 000 305 300, 000 
a accey ceabenppiphitiaentn abe etian 238, 000 926, 800 | 332 425, 000 
UND BE gt oie bn 95 0-5 tthe ecavermwn~ | 243, 000 | 944, 300 | 376 445, 000 
Lewis. -..-..-- . > eae 141, 000 550, 100 433 | 319, 000 
Aparejo .... Sree ale MELE. Lb Weletite ns 2 Facog webdaetie a 1, 360, 000 
Indianola. -- 71, 000 276, 800 248 265, 000 
I hrc hn oda boc nticenbésbiidosateus 61, 000 237, 400 297 1, 042, 000 
SEE GED Set baS cece. cont anignctibeatese 324, 500 GE Eenesh caneenas 1, 065, 800 
Gemid tdi ss i i. 4, 157,500 | 17,429,600 |...-.....---.- 11, 270, 800 











Norte.—All statistics from Government reports. 
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THE SEARCH FOR UPSTREAM STORAGE 


Without large upstream storage the thirty-odd-million kilowatts potential of 
the Columbia Basin will be cut in half. 

Half of the hydroelectric potential of.the Columbia River and its tributaries 
depends on the building of upstream storage dams. This is the conclusion of the 
paper delivered by Mr. Ben E. Torpen of the Corps of Engineers on December 12, 
1952, before the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee. ‘This conclusion is 
well documented in the recently printed eight volumes of the 308 Review Report. 

Upstream storage is needed, of course, to catch and skim off the peak of the 
waste summer flood fllow and to hold it for release until winter, when it can be 
used to generate much-needed power. 

Some storage is much more valuable depending on location and elevation above 
sea level. For example, the proposed flood-control storage in the John Day Dam 
and the Priest Rapids Dam would be virtually useless from a power standpoint 
because they are located too far downstream. In contrast the 2,980,000 acre-feet 
of usable storage behind Hungry Horse Dam at an elevation of 3,560 feet not 
only provides valuable flood control all along the river in summer, but stores 
water for ultimate use in 20 downstream power dams. The value of upstream 
storage is measured by two factors, the volume of usable storage in millions of 
acre-feet and by the elevation of the reservoir in feet above sea level. 


HOW MUCH WATER? 


Only the Mississippi of all rivers in the United States delivers more water to 
the ocean than does the mighty Columbia. For the 50-year period 1897-1946 
the average annual flow at the mouth of the Columbia has been 180,100,000 acre- 
feet. 

. Unfortunately the heaviest rainfall is near the mouth of the river. Of the 
180.1 million acre-feet, 42.4 comes from the tributaries flowing in below Bonne- 
ville Dam leaving a flow at Bonneville of 137.7 or 76.4 percent as much as at the 
mouth. 

The Geologic Survey stream gage at Trinidad just below Rock Island Dam is 
a convenient reference point because the average flow there has been 90.4 million 
acre-feet a year or just 50 percent of the total flow of the Columbia at its mouth. 


Mean annual flow? 


Sources of the Columbia River: 


ere See ch Cd, cal anette nadbae tale hcindatatssbaciliedtadalhaeiclies 36. 82 
Cope * CCR UNRIR I aa i in i ra killa aL abies toda liable 24. 60 
Wr OS ee bi ik wether DA be 23. 83 
TOC a ects ah S c td recberdlddinckentihnntewelh blaine tdiedadhinadah 20. 60 
Pend Oreille-Clark Fork .... busin cb debe dea 18. 70 
WONG ho a Ue ah Se ee Le) 6. 95 
BORO ea eh i ecu eer 5, 78 
Lewitt sk OO a lL es ae 4, 27 
I sc cesinns estan tain di eitansai pa jail aia lin aaa 4. 24 
Wee oo Se Se ee ee ee 4. 09 
Outen LE ee Se ea eee ee ea 30. 22 

Te eco acd een aang cia ere inet a eee aa 180. 10 

Columbia River : 

Dae pa ec ce pec an essen coma oes age titan tact A inn soe aaa ean 180. 1 
Ae WOR yine ee ee A eee 137.7 
Fee PO DIO ai Se cree e eet ener ee ree eg a ee 133. 7 
at BRC oe ee a ee ol eee 127.6 
‘AG “Trini fone he le Ae es eee 90. 4 
PC CNS COG a atk ek i po cice cn ou ccm wciiinnn den aeesiabecn eae 82.5 
At Bevelstoke- British Golumiit..... 3 ct ose Se 24. 6 


1In millions of acre-feet based on 50-year record, 1897-1946. 


Continuing above Trinidad the average flow at Grand Coulee is 82.5 which may 
be divided among the Kootenai 20.6 Pend Oreille-Clark Fork 18.7, Spokane 
5.78, the Upper Columbia above Revelstoke 24.6 and others 12.82. The 82.5 above 
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Grand Coulee and the 36.82 on the Snake totals 119.32 or the two-thirds of the 
Columbia River flow which is susceptible to upstream storage. 


WHEN? 


The job of leveling the flow of the river by means of upstream storage may best 
be visualized by examining the hydrograph of the daily mean flow at The Dalles, 
Oreg. At this point the mean annual flow is 133,700,000 acre-feet. If the flow 
were constant this rate would be 184,600 cubic feet per second as a straight line 
on the graph. The actual daily mean flow is a fairly straight line just under 
100,000 cubic feet per second for January, February, October, November and 
December. For June the flow averages 500,000 cubic feet per second with a peak 
in mid-June slightly over 500,000. The curve rises gradually from March 1 to 
June 15 and levels off at 100,000 again by October 1. It will be noted that 100,000 
cubic feet per second amounts to about 6 million acre-feet in a month. The 
average June flow of 30 million acre-feet is thus 22.4 percent of the annual flow 
and is equal to the flow of the 5 low months. In half of the year the Columbia 
discharges 27 percent of its flow and in the other half 73 percent. But these have 
been mean daily figures. The curve for minimum flow is roughly half this amount 
while the maximum curve is about double this amount. The extreme flows of 
record at The Dalles have been 36,000 cubic feet per second and 1,240,000 cubic 
feet per second. 

HOW MANY RESERVOIRS 


The usable storage of the recently completed Hungry Horse Dam is 2,980,000 
acre-feet or about 3 million. It would require 60 such reservoirs to catch and 
hold the entire 180.1 million acre-feet of the Columbia’s mean annual flow. It 
would require 40 such reservoirs to hold the flow above Grand Coulee and of the 
Snake. But, of course, there is no need to catch the entire runoff. The need for 
upstream storage is only to skim off the peak summer flow. 

The normal flow past The Dalles for the 6 winter months is 6 million acre-feet 
per month or two Hungry Horse reservoirs. The minimum daily flow curve is 
just half this much. That sets up the main problem: how to increase the mini- 
mum daily flow in the 6 winter months to the daily mean curve. Answer: Build 
6 Hungry Horse reservoirs or a total of 18 million acre-feet of usable storage. 

Actually the main control plan of the 3808 Review Report calls for 27.0 million 
acre-feet of storage to reduce an 1894 floor of 1,240,000 to 800,000 cubic feet per 
second at The Dalles. This plan called for eight main control projects with usable 
storage as follows: Grand Coulee, 5.12 million acre-feet; Hells Canyon, 3.28; 
Glacier View, 3.16; Hungry Horse, 2.98; Albeni Falls, 1.14; Libby, 4.25; Priest 
Rapids, 2.1; and John Day, 2.0—total 24.03. In addition the report listed alterna- 
tive storage sites at Koskia, 3.1; Paradise, 4.08; Springston, 2.595; and Nez 
Perce, 4.8; or an added 14.575 million acre-feet. 

Potential storage in Canada is 22.51 million acre-feet. Most spectacular of the 
Canadian projects is the Big Bend Dam with 6,900,000 acre-feet of usable storage 
at a pool elevation of 2,540 and a tailwater elevation of 1,920 or a dam of well 
over 600 feet. 

All these storage sites total 61.1 million acre-feet. From a flood control stand- 
point 24 millien acre-feet will reduce the 1804 flood of 1,240,000 to 800,000 cubic 
feet per second at The Dalles while 47 million acre-feet will reduce that flood 
to 600,000 cubic feet per second or low enough to eliminate the need for levees 
along the lower Columbia. ; 

Mr. Torpen states that the development of 33 million kilowatts in the Colum- 
bia Basin will require 125 million acre-feet of storage but from a practical 
standpoint only about 60 million acre-feet appears attainable. This would raise 
the minimum flow at The Dalles from 36,000 to about 130,000 cubic feet per sec- 
ond and provide about 25 million kilowatts of power at 75 percent load factor. 

We need all the upstream storage we can get. Every project should be built. 


THe SNAKE River: AMERICA’S FINEST POWER STREAM 


One-eighth of America’s hydroelectric power potential:runs unharnessed in 
the deep canyons of the turbulent Snake River. If the 11,193,340 kilowatts of 
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the Snake River were developed, it would more than triple the electric supply of 
the Pacific Northwest. And it would open up a vast new country. 

People all over the Nation are beginning to hear about this river because of 
the Hells Canyon battle. In connection with that controversy the Corps of 
Engineers is making new surveys of eight power sites in the middle Snake River 
Basin. 

The Walla Walla office of the corps on August 24, 1953, stated it had received 
$140,000 with which to prepare by January 1, 1954, a report on the Nez Perce 
Dam and Mountain Sheep Dam on the Snake River; Crevice Dam on the Salmon 
River; Forks, Kooskia, and Penny Cliffs Dams on the Middle Fork of the Clear- 
water River; and Elkberry and Bruce’s Eddy Dams on the North Fork of the 
Clearwater. The study was requested by Senator Henry Dworshak of Idaho 
who has consistently opposed the Hells Canyon Dam. 


MEASURING THE RIVER 


The water powers of the Nation total 107 million kilowatts according to the 
Iederal Power Commission, but as of January 1952 only 19,900,000 kilowatts 
or 18.6 percent had been developed, in fact 1,200,000 kilowatts had been developed 
during 1951. That left 87,100,000 kilowatts or 81.4 percent still running waste- 
fully to the sea. Of this national total, 34,728,670 kilowatts or 40 percent is in 
the Pacific Northwest divided 1,457,670 kilowatts on Oregon coastal streams, 
2.242.300 kilowatts on Washington coastal and Puget Sound streams and 31,028,- 
700 kilowatts in the Columbia River Basin. The 11,193,340 kilowatts potential 
of the Snake is thus 12.84 percent or one-eighth of the national total and 36.1 
percent of the Columbia Basin total. 

The energy left in the Snake is equivalent to that of 21 Bonneville Dams, Its 
usable upstream storage is equal to 11 Hungry Horse Dams. Almost half of 
the region’s future upstream storage is in the Snake River Basin. 

The Snake is a steep river dropping from 9,400 feet in Yellowstone National 
Park to 300 feet at its mouth near Pasco in a length of 1,073 miles. In contrast 
the Columbia in its 1,207-mile flow from Columbia Lake in Canada to the Pacific 
drops only 2,652 feet. 

From Weiser at elevation 2,080 the Army plans to harness every foot of drop 
to McNary reservoir at 340-foot elevation, This is the canyon area where at 
many points the Hells Canyon is deeper and wider than the Grand Canyon of 
the Colorado. This is also where the two great tributaries join the Snake. 
Of the 109,000 square miles of drainage area in the Snake Basin the Clearwater 
River involves only 9,600 square miles and the Salmon 14,100 square miles yet 
they provide most of the water. During the past 50 years the 36.82 million acre- 
feet average flow of the Snake has come from the Clearwater 11.3, Salmon 8.1, 
upper Snake 13.5 and other tributaries 3.92. The Salmon and the Clearwater 
have many excellent power sites but they also have salmon runs. 

This is a phenomenal river, yet in 1948 the Army could list only 171,300 kilo- 

vatts of harnessed hydro for the entire basin or 11% percent of the potential. 
Even today the river is 97 percent undeveloped. It is practically a virgin river. 


The Snake River Basin shown as a major portion of the Columbia River Basin 


Basis of comparison Columbia 


1 
ueneeaet | 


Undeveloped power--- 


Ratio 
(percent) 


Snake 





aaa .-kilowatts 





31, 028, 700 | 11, 193, 340 36.1 
| 


Undeveloped energy Pes A _..1,000 kilowatt-hours 143, 644,008 | 49, 886, 300 35. 0 
Future usable storage... __- a on ne _..acre-feet 71, 781, 690 33, 349, 325 46.5 
Drainage area. : cna ; _...-Square miles 259, 000 109, 000 42.0 
Length ____-- i -. eae 1, 207 | a) a 
Altitude at source. f acai _....-.feet | 2, 652 | a 
Average annual flow (flow at the Columbia mouth) __-_acre-feet 180, 100, 000 36, 820, 000 | 20. 4 
Average annual flow (flow at The Dalles) _ - ira do | 133, 700, 000 36, 820, 000 27.5 
Maxkimubrr food, 1904... 00 ne cc ek ck cubie feet per second... 1, 240, 000 | 409, 000 33.0 
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Snake River power potentialities 





_ 











Dam (number of sites) Power ! Energy Head Usable 
storage 

; Million 

kilowatt- 

Lower and Middle Snake: Kilowatts hours Feet Acre-feet 
ee TOO, re ee AE cdc ba seppadaecenaencd — 325, 000 2, 000 100 None 
A I sie etn 6 cnitan gh ponsmcenepensee ee 300, 000 1, 850 93 None 
gan a FOS. Sak SEARLE SS oR SI TBS ESS 325, 000 2, 015 100 None 
Rie A OL. lo 5. ed hake de dd cdl 275, 000 1, 630 82 None 
No itr i36 1 <yemdde ho dbninigeckaneosiclewinh bt 180, 000 710 46 None 
ST Dinsckedie cbiddad tensed bernae Wolsectbaiaid senna eh Ouae? 400, 000 2, 146 140 None 
DS 3 oti his Vel is, cnt us. ighacdathines isteoakees 1, 980, 000 7,393 615 4, 800, 000 
I Ril cls nets decane mites 900, 000 4, 051 602 3, 880, 000 
BIO Ceeeerees (IO). onc oon nn ee sas Sasa aE ce eeens 461, 340 UE Renveneoe 1, 927, 800 

Clearwater River: 

I i i ah tno dnd seelipehenbin al 550, 000 1, 568 514 3, 100, 000 
a ote BE LEIS be ee ot adm ii -420, 000 1, 603 523 1, 390, 000 
Ue MRL Ltt ek ed hkh ond wadend, binchibdaccddad 364, 000 1, 419, 600 593, 000 
SN I Bok sh ibtt hase ons subdiededebhinb beset a 70, 000 1, 200 367 510, 000 
Na las aicheteeetlgalll  Ceah napoiet byte J MMlacl hes Pet 240, 000 718 592 830, 000 
MER ee wheel ern dctwbecas 1, 047, 500 4, SEB Tekno aves 1, 420, 000 

Salmon River: 

IN, Sha ddippociiinnasaese pe camhhentdibied odsebn Ss 500, 000 2, 243 Sil 1, 030, 000 
i eee nde en pena ene 260, 000 1, 069 222 180, 000 
Growler Rapids___- 2 ; 248, 000 968 305 300, 000 
Pinnacle Peak_........... rs 243, 000 944 376 445, 000 
Black Canyon___- 238, 000 927 332 425, 000 
Minor sites (55) 688, 500 S.Gee t.oJsc.)~ 4, 190, 800 
I aiid nicisinicenrinnisn nnd Satentsekdindan dllhduey vita 978, 000 G89 Ase cin. 8, 327, 725 
Total 155 sites_......... A eh SS teins thc hdcced 11, 193, 340 "Gi ease 33, 349, 325 
DIE See Pe ot ies TE 8, 018, 000 34, 454 |_..-.-- 17, 483, 000 

Ser TNO Mt iiinn oLelgbitodinidishodvwwesdalocy 3, 175, 340 15, 432 }....-.- 15, 866, 325 


1 Power does not include downstream benefits. 


CONTROLLING THE RIVER 


The Snake River is susceptible to complete control by means of dams and up- 
stream reservoirs which for the most part will flood only desolate uninhabitable 
canyons. The harnessability of the stream is indicated in the table which shows 
18 sites with 8,018,000 kilowatts potential. The next 24 sites, all over 50,000 
kilowatts, provide 2,104,000 kilowatts leaving 103 sites for the remaining 1,071,340 
kilowatts. Most of the power is concentrated conveniently in large blocks. 

Equally impressive is the upstream storage picture. After allowing for maxi- 
mum possible depletions for irrigation, the Army computed that 26,023,900 acre- 
feet of upstream storage would completely control the river by leveling the flow 
at 36,637 cubic feet per second. In fact the 33,349,325 acre-feet of potential stor- 
age can make the peak flow of the Snake coincide with the winter electric peak 
loads of the Pacific Northwest. 


THE PROMISE OF. THE SNAKE 


Locked in the canyons of the Snake River is one-eighth of the Nation’s future 
hydro power and one-third of the hydro of the Northwest. The Snake is almost 
a virgin stream, 97 percent undeveloped. It offers 33 million acre-feet of urgently 
needed upstream storage. The Snake River is the finest power stream in America. 
Keep an eye on the Snake because this power belongs to the people, all the people 
of the Nation. 





THe Army SPEAKS For HELLS CANYON 


The Hells Canyon Dam would probably be under construction today by the 
Federal Government if it had been permitted to remain an Army project. For 
that matter it could still be built by the Army. 


THE FACTS OF RECENT HISTORY 


The Corps of Engineers issued its Interim Report No. 3 entitled “Hells Canyon 
Dam” December 22, 1947. The timing, however, was not for the purpose of 
making the project a Christmas present to the Bureau of Reclamation, which 
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even then was plotting for political support to make Hells Canyon a Bureau 
project. Both agencies spent considerable sums on site investigations, the 
Bureau site being 3 miles downstream from the Army site. Four months later 
in April 1948 the Bureau issued its 120-page report, “Hells Canyon Project.” 

Then on October 1, 1948, the Corps unveiled its monumental] 308 review report. 
In regard to Hells Canyon it, of course, overlapped parts of the Bureau’s hastily 
prepared report, “The Columbia River,” dated February 8, 1947. The Bureau’s 
report for the first time proposed the controversial Columbia Basin account 
for subsidization of uneconomical irrigation projects from interest paid at Army 
dams. 

Meanwhile President Truman in letters on June 1 and September 16, 1948, told 
the agencies to get together. The resultant shotgun wedding, or Weaver-Newell 
agreement of April 11, 1949, gave Hells Canyon to the Bureau. It should be 
recalled that this shotgun or atomic wedding was caused by supposed threats 
of (1) CVA which would put both agencies out of the Pacific Northwest power 
business, and (2) the Hoover Commission report which urged transferring 
Army civil functions to the Interior Department. 

The issue came before Congress in the debate on the proposed amendment to 
H. R. 5472, the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1950, which aimed at authorization of 
the Columbia Basin account and of Bureau construction of Hells Canyon. The 
basin account was ciearly in the process of being defeated when Senator Chavez, 
chairman of the Senate Public Works Committee, on April 14, 1950, on page 5253 
of the Congression Record offered to include Hells Canyon in the bill as an 
Army dam. He was turned down. It was all or nothing. The Bureau insisted 
= both the Columbia Basin account and on it being authorized to build Hells 

anyon. 

It will be noted that the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1950 authorized the Priest 
Rapid Dam, Libby, Albeni Falls, The Dalles, and John Day Dam. These five 
projects constitute phase C of the 308 review report except for Hells Canyon 
which was originally part of phase C until transferred to the Bureau. 

Why was the Bureau so desperately determined to build Hells Canyon and 
why did it seize advantage of the 1948 political situation and of the Hoover re- 
port to wrest the project from the corps? Firstly, the Bureau with its huge 
staff was running out of work. Secondly, it had invented a fiction called the 
Snake River project whereby Hells Canyon power sales would help pay for the 
costly Mountain Home Irrigation project although the latter is located 200 miles 
upstream from Hells Canyon. Thirdly, it gambled on the merits of Hells Canyon 


' to carry the Columbia Basin account as a rider. Originally the Bureau also in- 


tended to build the transmission lines from Hells Canyon but was overruled by 
Secretary Krug who designated BPA. ‘Throughout this history the Bureau has 
shown a tendency to favor single-purpose development for irrigation even at the 
expense of other water uses. 

THE ARMY RECORD 


The Army chose not to fight back. However, the record and the attitude of 
the Corps of Engineers toward Hells Canyon Dam is written where all can read 
in the 308 review report. Over 125 pages of engineering facts, tables, charts 
and plates point out the merits of the project. 

Division Engineer Col. Theron D. Weaver recommends on page 342, “The 
following multipurpose dams and reservoirs are recommended for immediate 
construction in the interest of flood control, navigation, power, and other water 
uses: Libby, Albeni Falls, Priest Rapids, Hells Canyon, John Day, the Dalles, 
and in addition Glacier View or an alternate.” 

The Army Board of Engineers on February 21, 1949, endorsed the comprehen- 
sive plan including Hells Canyon. Four months later and after the transfer of 
April 11, 1949, Chief of E ngineers Maj. Gen. Lewis A. Pick endorsed the 308 
review report and recommended, “That authority be provided to the Bureau of 
Reclamation for modification of Grand Coulee and Hungry Horse Dams and for 
construction of Hells Canyon Dam. * * *” 

In addressing the convention of the Northwest Public Power Association at 
Port Angeles August 12, 1948, Division Engineer Col. Theron D. Weaver stated, 
“One of the planned projects providing flood control is Hells Canyon Dam and 
Reservoir on the Snake River, which would contribute to the reduction of down-. 
stream floods from Lewiston to the highly developed lower Columbia area. * * * 
The flood-control benefits, coupled with the great power potential of Hells Canyon 
make it one of the key projects in the basin plan as contemplated in the Columbia 
River report.” 
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ALL IS NOT LOST 


The Hells Canyon project is strongly endorsed throughout the 308 report and 
in the addresses and testimony of corps officials especially in the addresses of 
Mr. Ben Torpen on upstream storage and in the testimony of Mr. Gordon 
Fernald on March 31, 1952, at the Hells Canyon hearings by the House Subcom- 
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Truth does not always prevail over might, in this case the might of propa- 
ganda and lobbying and political intrigue, but usually truth given time, will win. 
It should in the Hells Canyon issue. 

It is not truthful, in fact it is subterfuge, to say Hells Canyon is an irrigation 
project. It is truthful to say that jurisdiction over flood control, navigation and 
power projects such as Hells Canyon traditionally and by law resides in the Corps 
of Engineers. To defy these deeply intrenched lines of jurisdiction is not wise as 
has been amply demonstrated the past 5 years. 

The Northwest Public Power Association resolution urges Hells Canyon con- 
struction by either agency. 

THE 308 REPORT 

Hells Canyon Dam is an essential part of the 308 review report for compre- 
1ensive development of the Columbia River and its tributaries. It is extensively 
discussed in some 125 pages of the report. Its immediate construction is spe- 
cifically and strongly recommended by the division engineer, the Board of En- 
gineers and the Chief of Engineers and supported by justifying language in 
volume I. In volume IV in appendix I entitled “The Middle and Lower Snake 
River Basin” is presented the detailed engineering and cost data. Volume VIII 
in appendix O devotes some 58 pages on power characteristics of the project and 
its relationship to regional loads. Mention is made in appendixes M, P, and 
R. Added data can be found in Interim Report No. 3 issued by the corps De- 
cember 22, 1947, entitled ‘Hells Canyon Dam.” 

Senator Anperson. Well, I am happy at 4:30 to announce the 
hearing closed and to suggest for the hearing that if there are addi- 
tional statements which come in or additional witnesses who want to 
be heard, unless there is violent objection from some members of the 
committee, I hope that we may not have to reopen the hearings. 

Senator Neupercer. May I make a one-minute statement ! 

I just do not want these hearings to close, Mr. Chairman, without, 
on behalf of all of us from the Pacific Northwest, regardless of how 
we feel about Hells Canyon Dam, thanking you for your very faithful 
attendance as chairman of this subcommittee. 

We realize that this is not in your own region and [I think it is 
characteristically generous and selfless of you that you have given so 
much time, attention, and energy to these heari ings, in some instances 
even putting to shame some of us from the region in your great 
fidelity. 

I personally want to thank you and I am sure I speak for everybody 
else regardless of which side they are on in joining me. 

Senator Dworsuax. I want to join in that expression and say I am 
extremely grateful for the thoroughness and the fairness which has 
been displayed by the chairman during these 3 days of hearings. 

I know that he constantly strives to do an equitable job. 

Senator Anperson. I appreciate that a great deal. This is the one 
committee in the Congress, I hope, w hich may have some occasional] 
overtones of politics, but generally it is as nonpolitical as a committee 
can be. We hope to keep it that way. 

We all get along very well together and regardless of our occasional 
arguments, we alw ays end up that way. Weare very happy to have 
you as our last witness, Mr. Norwood. 

If you have additional material you want to submit, you may submit 


it. 
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The hearing will be closed with the understanding that unless there 
is a strong objection there will be no other hearings, but we may file 
statements and supply additional material for the record as Mr. Riter 
and others have generously offered to do. 

It is the desire of the majority leader that we try to get the Hells 
Canyon ready to be either voted up or be voted down in the committee 
as soon as possible. 

If it should be voted up, by the committee, then it may reach the 
floor of the Senate as soon as possible. Therefore, we will use all 
possible speed, Mr. Lineweaver, to get the proceedings of this hearing 


together. 
Thank you all very much for participating. 
(By direction of the chairman, the following is made a part of the 


record :) 
LEWISTON, IpAHO, March 8, 1947 
Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Idaho sportsmen District 2 Wildlife Federation support high dam at Hells 
Canyon as best power development in Northwest. Dam would benefit waterfowl 
and avoid the tragic loss of fisheries, wildlife, and scenic resources. Inevitable 
if dams are built on Clearwater, and Salmon Rivers. Request wire included 
in record of hearing. 

Morton R. BrRIGHAM, 
Secretary, District 2 Wildlife Federation. 


~ y 


SEATTLE, WASH., March 7, 1957. 
Senator DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: I am astonished to read in the local press about the 
brazen assumption of, Governor Rosellini of our State in connection with the 
Hells Canyon Dam. 

I hope that Senators and Congressmen will receive protests from hundreds 
of our citizens. The Governor and the legislature do not speak for us in regard 
to this matter. 

It would be a tragedy indeed for the whole Northwest to have any legislation 
passed which would reverse the action already taken. 

Very truly yours, 
HueH P. Brapy. 


STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MANUFACTURERS 


The National Association of Manufacturers, a voluntary organization of more 
than 21,500 members representing a broad cross section of American industry, 
including both large and small organizations, located in all geographical areas 
of the United States, is pleased to have the opportunity to express its views 
in relation to committee consideration of 8. 555. 

This bill provides for Federal construction, operation, and maintenance of 
a single Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River between Idaho and Oregon for 
the purpose of generation of hydroelectric power, navigation, and flood control. 
The issues were exhaustively debated and presumably settled when a similar 
bill was introduced into the 84th Congress and was defeated in the Senate by 
a vote of 51 to 41 on July 19, 1956. ; 

In our opinion, S. 555 is similarly unnecessary, unwarranted, unwise, nad 
should be rejected, as was the earlier proposal. An investor-owned utility. the 
Idaho Power Co., received a license on August 4, 1955, from the Federal Power 
Commission to construct three dams on the Snake River for fundamentally the 
same purposes as those proposed in 8. 555. It is our understanding that the 
company, relying on the commitment of the Government, is proceeding with the 
construction of these dams on schedule, in accordance with the terms of the 
license. We further understand that costs are well within those which were 
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estimated at the time the license was issued. We, therefore, see no justification 
to ae a halt to the work of this private company only to commence a Federal 
project. 

We are of the opinion that today there are even stronger reasons for Congress 
to reject measures such as proposed in S. 555. The Idaho Power Co. has con- 
tinued to spend private investor’s funds in the construction of Brownlee Dam 
and the preliminary work for Oxbow Dam, This work has been carried out in 
good faith and as a part of the company’s obligation to the Federal Government 
under the terms of the license. Industry has a right to expect fair play from 
the Government; enactment of the proposed legislation could hardly be con- 
sidered as such. 

The federally sponsored project would be paid for by the taxpayers of the 
entire Nation, with the immediate benefit only to one section. The NAM 
believes that utilities financed through the savings of taxpaying citizens should 
be encouraged to build power-generation facilities when they have the financial 
capabilities to do so. In such cases, private utilities are subject to Federal taxes 
which provide revenue to the Government and construction projects of this 
nature do not drain the Federal Treasury. In this particular instance, the tax- 
payers will be saved approximately $400 million, since an independent electric 
company is building the Snake River Dam complex, rather than the Federal 
Government. In addition the project will contribute some $10 million annually 
in Federal, State, and local taxes, which over the 50-year period of the FPC 
license would represent an estimated $500 million in direct revenue to the Federal, 
State, and local governments. 

It will be argued that the federally sponsored dam would greatly benefit the 
residents of the Northwest through low rates for electricity. However, the fact 
that the original capital cost of approximately $400 million would be borne by 
all taxpayers, with no immediate direct benefits to the entire Nation, cannot be 
gainsaid. Whatever indirect or long-range benefits there would be to the neople 
of the United States as a whole will be provided by a privately financed project 
to as great or a greater extent than through a Federal operation. 

The Idaho Power Co.’s project consists of.three dams: Brownlee, Oxbow, and 
Hells Canyon. Construction of the Brownlee Dam is proceeding as scheduled 
and it is expected that it will be “on the line” in 1958. This dam will add over 
360,000 kilowatts of electricity to the power-hungry Pacific Northwest. Prelimi- 
nary construction of Oxbow Dam is currently underway. When all 3 dams 
are completed they will add 767,000 kilowatts of firm power capacity at a cost 
estimated by the company to be $133 million: 

Federal construction of a single Hells Canyon Dam, as proposed in S. 555, 
would involve the expenditure of some $399 million. The proposed Federal dam 
would be capable of producing 785,000 kilowatts of firm power, representing 
only 2 percent greater capacity than is presently contemplated in the Idaho 
Power Co. project. The cost of increasing capacity in that amount, i. e., 18,000 
kilowatts, would involve tripling the cost of construction up from $133 million 
to $399 million. Hence, additional capacity would only be realized at the enor- 
mous additional cost of $15,000 per kilowatts. The absurdity of such a recom- 
mendation is brought into sharp focus when it is realized that the costs per 
kilowatt are estimated by the FPC licensee at approximately $173 per kilowatt. 

During 1954 and 1955 the Federal Power Commission held extensive hearings, 
lasting 12 months and accumulating approximately 20,000 pages of testimony 
relative to the development of the Snake River waterpower potential. This 
nonpartisan Federal agency, well staffed with technical experts, unanimously 
decided that the development should be carried out by the Idaho Power Co. 

The FPC based its decision on several points, among which are the following: 

1. The ratio of power benefits to power costs would be greater from the three- 
dam plan than that for the Federal dam. The power features of the Federal 

am have no clear economic advantage over those of the three-dam plan. 

2. Flood control, navigation, and recreation purposes could be eifectuated to 
about the same extent under either plan of development, but under private 
development by the Idaho Power Co. they would be realized without expense to 
the United States. 

3. The water requirements of the Idaho Power Co. project would not inter- 
fere with upstream irrigation. The FPC license guarantees protection of State 
water rights both for existing irrigation and future reclamation needs. 

In brief, the Commission firmly stated, “It is our judgment that the United 


States itself should not undertake the development of the water resources of the 


Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River.” 
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The NAM board of directors has approved a policy position which states, in 
part, “We believe that the production and distribution of electric energy to the 
general public is in no sense a responsibility of the Federal Government * * * 
Investor-owned utilities should be invited and encouraged to construct all the 
facilities for the production of power wherever and whenever they are ready, 
willing and able to do so..such as at Hells Canyon and Niagara River redevelop- 
ment sites.” (Full policy position; see attachment A.) 

This policy statement is very similar to the views reflected in the Federal 
Power Act, adopted in 1920, amended and reenacted in 1935. The intent of this 
act is to encourage the development of water resources by private capital subject 
to the safeguards in the public interest which the act provides. Reports of both 
Houses and Senate hearings 1918 and 1919, when the act was considered by 
Congress, make this point amply clear.’ 

In our opinion. there is no logical reason why the already enormous Federal 
budget should be further increased by a project such as outlined in 8. 555. Many 
economists contend that the ever-increasing tax burden on the Nation restricts 
savings and investment in new productive facilities and thus limits new job 
opportunities. 

Therefore, in light of the several considerations discussed above, the National 
Association of Manufacturers believes the legislation proposed by 8S. 555 is not 
in accord with the wishes or best interests of the American people and it strongly 
urges that S. 555 not be reported out of the committee. 





STATEMENT OF TrI-STATE HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION, IDAHO-OREGON- 
W ASHINGTON 


The Pacific Northwest congressional delegation was called upon today to put 
an end to partisan opposition to a Federal high dam at Hells Canyon. 

In a strongly worded resolution directed to Republican and Democratic 
Members of Congress from Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana, the Tri- 
State Hells Canyon Association urged that the Congressmen hold a nonpartisan 
caucus in Washington, D. C., for the purpose of adopting a majority program 
in support of high Hells Canyon Dam and full comprehension development of the 
Columbia River system. The resolution also urged “that the entire delegation 
including minority elements petition the national administration to remove 
opposition to storage projects as a policy, and to immediately unite behind the 
people of the Northwest region in the achievement of the essential storage factor 
on our uncontrolled rivers for the maximum control of floods, the greatest 
utilization of precious water and the greatest production of important power.” 

The resolution noted that full, comprehensive development of the Columbia 
River “is a program backed emphatically by the citizens of the region wherever 
it is raised as a popular ballot issue,’ and that this program is of “critical 
importance to the economy of the region and to the welfare of the whole 
Nation.” 

Governor Rosellini of Washington and Governor Holmes of Oregon were com- 
mended for the support they have given to Hells Canyon and other conservation 
causes since taking office in January. 

This resolution was adopted at a meeting of the association in Baker, Oreg., 
on December 9. The Tri-State Association is composed of labor, farm, and 
consumer-owned electric groups in the States of Idaho, Oregon, and Washington. 
It is a member organization within the National Hells Canyon Association. 
Its president is Mr. Lynn Tuttle, Clarkston, Wash., real-estate dealer. 

In other actions, the group voted to hold a public rally in Walla Walla, Wash., 
on Saturday, March 30, beginning at 10 a. m. and continuing through the evening. 
Arrangements are being made for a major speaker to address the rally at an 
evening banquet. The name of the speaker and other details will be announced 
later. 

Byron Brinton, editor of the Baker, Oreg., Record-Courier, showed the group 
photographs taken at the Brownlee site on February 25, the day that a major 
Snake River flood washed out Idaho Power Co.’s cofferdams and inundated the 
Brownlee excavation. Mr. Brinton reported that the dam site is still under 
water, and that it will be that way until after the spring floods in May or June. 


1 Rept. No. 717, 65th Cong., 2d sess., p. 15; Rept. No. 180, 66th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 2 
and 3; Congressional Record, July 1, 1919, pp. 2221-2223. 
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Although flows of 50,000 cubic feet of water per second are common on the 
Snake River during the month of February, the company’s cofferdams and 
diversion tunnel were only able to handle about 25,000 cubic feet per second. 
The flow on February 25, which destroyed the cofferdams, exceeded 60,000 cubic 
feet per second. 





TrRI-STATE HELLS CANYON ASSOCIATION MEETING AT BAKER, OreEG.; MArcH 9, 1957 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the comprehensive program for the development of the water re- 
sources of the Pacific Northwest is a program backed emphatically by the 
citizens of the. region wherever it is raised as a popular ballot issue, and 

Whereas the continued and uninterrupted development of this conservation 
program is of critical importance to the economy of the region and to the welfare 
of the whole Nation, and 

Whereas the factor of water-control storage projects has been the element of 
the comprehensive program which has found no solution, and 

Whereas the majority of the congressional delegation from the Pacific North- 
west has supported vigorously the search for storage at the most feasible sites, 
including Hells Canyon; now therefore be it 

Resolved, That this association, the Tri-State Hells Canyon Association of 
the States of Oregon, Idaho, and Washington, does hereby resolve that the 
element of partisan politics be completely removed from this issue of conserva- 
tion and resource development and from the issue of continuance of the com- 
prehensive river plan; and further be it 

Resolved, That the entire Northwest delegation from Oregon, Montana, Idaho, 
aud Washington to the Congress stand united without reference to partisanship 
on behalf of maximum storage projects in the Middle Snake River, which is the 
area of Hells Canyon; and further be it 

Resolved, That the entire delegation including minority elements petition the 
national administration to remove opposition to storage projects as a policy, 
and to immediately unite behind the people of the Northwest region in the 
achievement of the essential storage factor on our uncontrolled rivers for the 
maximum control of floods, the greatest utilization of precious water, and the 
greatest production of important power; and further be it 

Resolved, That the combined congressional Northwest delegation meet to dis- 
cuss this proposal at a nonpartisan caucus and thereafter convey the sentiment 
of this association and of the majority of the delegation to the President of the 
United States. 

RESOLUTION 


Whereas the sentiment of the people of the Pacific Northwest and of the re- 
spective States in the region on the Hells Canyon high dam issue has been 
admirably expressed in recent months by the Governors of Oregon and Wash- 
ington, the Honorable Robert D. Holmes and the Honorable Albert Rosellini, in 
their public statements and in their official acts; now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Tri-State Hells Canyon Association does hereby commend 
Governors Holmes and Rosellini for their service to the resource development 
and conservation causes of this great region ; and further be it 

Resolwed, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Northwest delega- 
tion to the Congress of the United States. 

Dated at Baker, Oreg., this 9th day of March 1957. 


(By direction of the chairman, the following is made a part of the 
record :) 


STATEMENT OF NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE’ ASSOCIATION IN SupP- 
PORT OF AUTHORIZATION OF THE HELLS CANYON PROJECT 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the Nationai Rural Electric 
Cooperative Association is the national service organization of rural electric sys- 
tems throughout the United States and Alaska.. Approximately 92 percent of 
all REA electric-type borrowers are members. 

On two prior occasions, representatives of this association have appeared before 
this subcommittee to urge authorization of the Hells Canyon project. During 
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each previous appearance, we have pointed out to the subcommittee that the 
construction of a high dam at the Hells Canyon site offers one of the most advan- 
tageous opportunities in the entire Nation to achieve economic multiple-purpose 
development of a water resource. We are of the strong opinion that the criteria 
controlling the development of the Nation’s water resources must be the public 
interest rather than corporate profit. We have, therefore, steadfastly opposed 
various alternative plans for the development of the middle Snake River which 
would deprive the people of the Northwest of most of tle potential benefits 
of such development. 

The present administration continues to advocate development of the Hells 
Canyon reach of the Snake River by a private corporation. It thereby advocates 
the waste of a resource because such private plans as have been advanced will, 
if consummated, destroy a major portion of the benefits attributable to the full 
development of the Hells Canyon site. Private development of the Hells Canyon 
site, according to existing plans, will cost the people of the Pacific Northwest 
$660 million in excess and unnecessary charges for electricity during the next 
50 years. 

The people of the Pacific Northwest, in the general election of 1956, repudiated 
the “private development at any cost” policy of the administration. These same 
people, speaking throi.gh their ballots, vindicated the position of those organiza- 
tions which favor development of the full potential of the Hells Canyon site. 

During the past few months the administration itself, although not reversing 
its position on Hells Canyon, has evidenced a somewhat tardy recognition on its 
part that any reasonable plan for harnessing the middle reach of the Snake 
River must include development of the reservoir storage potential. The earlier 
policy of “private development at any cost” has not been expressly reversed as to 
Hells Canyon, but administration advocacy of a major reservoir storage project 
at either the Nez Perce or Pleasant Valley site clearly implies a recognition of 
the need for the very commodity which can be so admirably supplied by a high 
dam at Hells Canyon. 

It is, therefore, now recognized by all parties that economic development of 
the middle reach of the Snake River should not be undertaken without construc- 
tion of facilities adapted to utilize the reservoir storage capacity. 

An error of astounding magnitude has been committed. It should not be left 
uncorrected merely because of a desire to save political face. The error can 
be corrected at this time by authorization of a Federal high head dam at the 
Hells Canyon site. There is a clear responsibility upon the Congress to rectify 
so gross an error of resource development administration. The Congress can, 
even at this late moment, preserve for the people of the Pacific Northwest a 
comprehensive plan of development for the Snake River. Unless Congress acts 
upon this important issue, the benefits of a high Federal Hells Canyon Dam will 
be gone beyond recall. 

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I ask that the attached memorandum compris- 
ing an analysis and evaluation of the economic loss attributable to development of 
the Snake River, according to the plan of the Idaho Power Co., be included in 
the record. The analysis and evaluation was prepared by our staff engineer, 
Charles A. Robinson, Jr. 

In conclusion, I ask that the attached resolution in support of the Hells Canyon 
project be included in the record. It was unanimously adopted by the 15th annual 
meeting of the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association on March 7, 1957, 
at Chicago, II. 

NATIONAL RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., September 2, 1955. 
Memorandum. 
From: Charles’A. Robinson, Jr. 
Re Hells Canyon. 


During our conference of last week, you asked me to obtain answers to three 
specific questions relative to the Hells Canyon issue. These are: 

1. What is the value to the Idaho Power Co., over a 50-year period, of the 
FPC license for construction of the Brownlee, Oxbow, and Little Hells 
Canyon projects? 

2. What will be the excess cost to the rate payer in the Northwest, over a 
50-year period, for the purchase of power from the 3-dam Idaho Power Co. 
plan as contrasted with the proposed Federal high-head dam? 

3. What benefit will accrue to the Idaho Power Co. if its application for 
rapid depreciation for tax purposes of the portion of the cost of the Oxbow 
and Brownlee projects is granted ? 
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In order to arrive at reasonable answers to the first 2 questions, it is necessary 
to establish the annual costs and power output for each of the 2 plans, based 
on such evidence as is available from the subcommittee hearings, the FPC pre- 
siding examiner’s decision, and the brief, exceptions, and reply briefs submitted 
to the FPC by the Commission staff and the Intervenors during the hearings 
relative to issuance of a license for the 3-dam project. j 

As you know, the FPC record is most voluminous. It contains literally 
thousands of cost and power output estimates for many alternative conditions 
and assumptions in respect to both the proposed Federal project and the Idaho 
Power Co. plan. It has been necessary, for purposes of comparing the two plans, 
to adopt such of these estimates as I thought to be reasonable, in view of all the 
surrounding circumstances. I will attempt to explain the assumptions upon 
which each of my fundamental cost and power output estimates is based. 

As you know, the presiding examiner, in comparing the 2 plans, and the Com- 
mission staff counsel, in its brief, adopted a practice of placing the 2 plans on 
an equivalent taxation and cost-of-money basis. This, I feel, is unrealistic inas- 
much as there is an appreciable differential between the cost of money to the 
United States and to the Idaho Power Co. Moreover, the United States, in 
operating the project, would not be subject to Federal income tax. For this 
reason, I have, with respect to the Idaho Power Co. plan, adopted annual cost 
figures reflecting private financing and the cost of Federal income taxes. For 
the Federal plan, I have used cost figures which represent 2%) percent interest 
rate and no payment of Federal income taxes. 


I. Power output creditable 


A. Federal project: 961 megawatts prime or 1,251 megawatts satable firm. 

B. Idaho Power Co. plan: 500 megawatts prime or 716 megawatts salable firm 
plus 52,000 kilowatts equivalent secondary. 

The power output credited to the Federal project is based on the estimates of 
witness Ostrander in his supplemental statement submitted to the Subcommittee 
on Irrigation and Reclamation of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, which appears on page 484 of the 1955 hearings. To my knowledge, this 
is the most recent estimate available of this figure and contains the assumption 
that Hells Canyon will be added to the phase C-—2 system, including 6.48 million 
acre-feet of usable storage at the Libby project. This estimate of power output 
is only slightly different than that arrived at by Mr. Ostrander for the addition 
of the Hells Canyon project to the base system, consisting of projects existing 
or under construction. The figure is close to the 911 megawatts found by 
the presiding examiner, on page 63 of his opinion, as the average prime power 
creditable over the 50-year period. 

The 500 megawatts prime and 716 megawatts salable firm capacity output 
figure for the 3-dam Idaho Power Co. plan are based on the 4.05 billion kilowatt- 
hours estimated to be available at market by the presiding examiner on page 23 
of his opinion. Assuming 7 percent transmission losses for energy, this would 
indicate a prime capability at site of 500 megawatts. The 716 megawatts salable 
firm figure was-arrived at by applying a load factor of 66 percent and a diversity 
factor of 1.05 to the 500 megawatts prime figure and assuming 10 percent trans- 
mission losses on peak power. This method is similar to that used by witness 
Riter in translating the prime power of the Federal project into firm salable 
power. The 716 megawatts figure is close to several of the estimates of depend- 
able capacity for the 3-dam plan submitted during the FPC hearings. 


II. Average annual firm salable energy at load centers 


A. Federal project : 7.82 billion kilowatt-hours. 

B. Idaho Power Co. plan: 4.05 billion kilowatt-hours (plus 0.5 billion kilowatt- 
hours secondary). 

The 7.82 billion kilowatt-hours figure for the Federal project is arrived at by 
assuming 7 percent transmission losses on the energy associated with the 961 
megawatts of prime power and multiplying the results by 8,760, the number of 
hours in a year. The 4.05 billion kilowatt-hours figure for firm salable energy 
available from the Idaho Power Co, plan is the estimate of the FPC examiner 
on page 23 of his opinion. 


IIT. Annual costs including transmission 


A. Federal project : $24,087,000. 
B. Idaho Power Co. plan : $27,921,000. - 
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The $24,087,000 figure is taken from witness Ostrander’s testimony before the 
Senate subcommittee. It is based on the latest Bureau of Reclamation cost esti- 
mate for the Federal project of $308,500,000 with $278,542,000 allocated to power. 
This compares with the previous cost estimates for the Federal project of $356,- 
810,000 with $308,472,000 allocated to power. The $27,921,000 figure represents 
the estimate of the Federal Power Commission staff as contained on page 22 
of its brief. During FPC testimony, there were two estimates of annual cost 
based on private financing for the Idaho Power Co. plan. One of these was the 
$27,921,000 figure and the other was a $34,615,600 figure. I chose the lower of the 
two as the more conservative figure. 


IV. Unit cost, salable firm power per kilowatt 

A. Federal project : $19.25 per year. 

B. Idaho Power Co. Plan : $37.70 per year. 

These figures were obtained by dividing annual costs, including transmission, 
assignable to firm salab'e power for each project by the firm salable power avail- 
able from each project. The $19.25 figure, representing the annual cost of firm 
power, including transmission, from the Federal project is, of course, the same 
as that arrived at by witness Ostrander. The $37.70 figure arrived at for the 
private project is close to the “$32 or more” figure estimated on page 191 of the 
interveners’ brief. It is substantially less than the $58.59 figure shown on page 
22 of the Commission staff counsel brief. As far as I can determine, the Com- 
mission staff based its estimate on prime capacity, which seems unrealistic inas- 
much as the company will almost certainly sell more than the 461,000 kilowatts 
upon. which the FPC staff estimate was based. These costs, of course, assume 
Federal financing for the high-head Federal project and private financing for the 
three-dam company plan. 


V. Unit cost of energy including transmission 


A. Federal project: 3.08 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

B. Idaho Power Co. plan : 6.67 mills per kilowatt-hour. 

These figures were obtained by dividing the total annual cost of each project 
assignable to firm power by the equivalent energy associated with the prime 
power creditable to the project less 7 percent for transmission losses. The 3.08- 
mill figure is extremely close to the 3.07 figure calculated by witness Ostrander 
and the difference is probably due to the use of slide-rule calculations. The 
estimate of witness Riter before the Senate subcommittee was 3.79 mills per 
kilowatt-hour, but that was based on the earlier construction cost of $353,740,000. 
The 6.67-mill figure assigned to the Idaho Power Co. plan was obtained by divid- 
ing the annual cost assignable to firm power that would be incurred under the 
Idaho. Power Co. plan by the 4.05 billion kilowatt-hours of firm energy credit- 
able to the plan. The 6.67-mill estimate is in general conformity with the 6.5- 
mill estimate of the presiding examiner on page 23 of his opinion, and only 
slightly lower than the 6.69-mill estimate of the FPC staff on page 22 of its 
brief. 


VI. Value of salable firm power at load centers in Northwest 


The value for this item of $16.50 per kilowatt-year, plus 3.34 mills per kilowatt- 
hour was assigned by the presiding examiner as a theoretical value for steam- 
hydro power in the Northwest including a factor reflecting what heavy industry 
eould afford to pay for power. Ata 70 percent load factor, this would be: 





ST OERS AE DRC nein era ip at cieagel hea $16. 50 
6,126 kflowatts, at 90,00604.........-- alia ee 20. 45 
Total (per kilowatbyear) iss asses ee RE 36. 95 


$36.95--6,125=6.02 mills per kilowatt-hour. 


This is very close to the 6-mill value used by the presiding examiner against 
which to measure the relative value of that portion of the output of. the 
three-dam plan which would be excess to the reasonably anticipated needs of 
the Idaho Power Co. system, and which, therefore, must necessarily be sold out- 
side the Idaho Power Co.’s service area. 
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VII. Oost of privately developed steam electric power in the Northwest 

The FPC presiding examiner, on page 21 of his decision, assigned a value of 
$24.40 per kilowatt, plus 4.5 mills per kilowatt-hour as a measure of the value 
of power from a modern privately financed steam power in the Pacific North- 
west. Ata 95 percent load factor, this would be: 


De Nr i Os lig Gs crease ea os eden wei wwe dni $24. 40 
BANO Bilomatt-houre, at 600045 sisi et clin os oh eine eenennn 37. 40 
ee aD ai cien tito x ment abcd idan meen nein cgnerennnel 61. 80 


$61.80-+-8,320=7.4 mills per kilowatt-hour (assuming 95 percent load factor). 


This calculates to be approximately 7.4 mills per kilowatt-hour at a 95-per- 
cent load factor. The Commission staff estimated this figure to be $24.40 per 
kilowatt-year, plus 4.39 mills per kilowatt-hour at Pocatello and $24.67 per 
kilowatt-year, plus 4.94 mills per kilowatt-hour at Boise. The Commission staff 
assumed a 65-percent load factor and caleulated therefrom a 8.86 mill per 
kilowatt-hour figure at Pocatello and 9.27 mills per kilowatt-hour at Boise. 

On page 21 of the FPC staff counsel brief, the average cost at 100 percent load 
factor was calculated at 7.17 mills at Pocatello and 7.76 mills at Boise. I think 
that the 95 percent load factor and 7.4 mill per kilowatt-hour figure which I 
use is reasonable under the circumstances, inasmuch as an alternative modern 
steam electric plant would be operated under base load conditions. The Com- 
mission staff concluded that the Idaho Power Co. could build its own steam elec- 
tric stations as economically as steam power could be purchased from neighbor- 
ing systems. 


VIII. Estimated excess cost of power produced under Idaho Power Co. plan over 
power produced by Federal plan 


Annual unit cost per kilowatt of firm power at load centers under Idaho 


eae) wea A se a ee et a er $37. 70 
Annual unit cost per kilowatt of firm power at load centers s under Fed- 
ie een ane) ee ea a sk Sede toe de dawawau 19. 25 
Annual unit cost differential per kilowatt__.-___.._______________ 18. 45 
Total annual cost differential is $18.45 716,000 kilowatts=$13,200,000 per 
year. 


Total cost differential over 50-vear period is 13.250 10°—S$660 million. 

I, therefore, conclude that if the Idaho Power Co. plan is put into effect, the 
rate payers will, over a 50-year period, pay $660 million over and above the cost 
of obtaining an equivalent amount of power from the Hells Canyon project, 
based on the annual per kilowatt cost of firm power at market from each project. 


IX. Value of prime power lost over 50-year period (assuming present BPA rate 
of $17.50 per kilowatt-year) 
Megawatts 


Prime energy creditable to Federal project___.__._.._____________________ 961 
Prime energy creditable to Idaho Power Co. project______________________ 500 
ce sR ee eee ee ee 461 


Annual value of prime energy differential : 
461 17.50 X 10°=$8,060,000. 

Value over 50-year period of prime energy differential : 
$8,060,000 < 50—=$403 million. 


It is, therefore, concluded that the value of the prime power lost over the 50- 
year period would be approximately $403 million based on the present Bonneville 
rate of $17.50 per kilowatt-year. This is, of course, a very conservative assump- 
tion, inasmuch as the FPC examiner himself found power to be $45.70 per kilo- 
watt-year, as shownin (VI) above. 
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X. Value of firm power lost over 50-year period (assuming FPC figure of $16.50 
per kilowatt, plus 3.34 mills per kilowatt-hour as value of integrated steam- 
hydro power in the Northwest) 





Megawatts 
Salable firm power creditable to Federal project______.____-__-__-_____ 1, 251 
Salable firm power creditable to Idaho Power Co. plan._.__-___-____-___ 716 
palanie Grn. peer serene eer ee ee 535 

FPC value of 75 percent load factor power is: 
Amount 
3 Rise et Sle. et ee eee $16. 50 
6.500 Bihewatt-howes; RE SU. CONES = a a ee 21. 90 
TOC. Tae kilewatt-year ye a ee 38. 40 


Value of firm power lost over 50-year period ; 
38.40 x 535 10° x 50=$1,030 million. 


I, therefore, conclude that the value of firm power lost over a 50-year period 
would be approximately $1,030 million. 
XI. Value of license to Idaho Power Co. over 50-year period 

(This I have measured by comparing the cost of firm energy from the 3-dam 
proposal with energy available from a privately financed steam plant, assuming 
95 percent load factor for the steam plant operation and using the FPC value 
of privately financed steam plant cost of $24.40 per kilowatt, plus 4.5 mills per 
kilowatt-hour as adopted by the presiding examiner.) 

C Mills per 
kilowatt-hour 

Cost of firm energy from privately financed steam plant at 95 percent load 


eeotor (VaR i ned a oa 7.40 
Cost of firm energy from Idaho Power Co. 3-dam plan_____-___-_-__--__- 6. 67 
Firm energy cost ditlementiqie iu soi Be cc cheats . 73 


Fifty-year firm energy cost differential based upon 4.05 billion kilowatt-hours 
annually available from 3-dam plan: 


$0.00073 X 4.05 & 10°50. 
7.3X10"°X10°*5X 
10'=155 <10°=148 million. 


Value of license : $148 million. 

I, therefore, conclude that the value of the license to the company over the 
50-year period would be approximately $148 million. 

XII. Value of rapid depreciation certificates 

The Idaho Power Co. has pending before the Office of Defense Mobilization, 
applications for rapid depreciation certificates which would allow the company 
to depreciate, over a 5-year period, for income-tax purposes, $35,944,000 of total 
cost of the proposed Oxbow development, and $67,138,000 of the proposed cost 
of the Brownlee development. In other words, Mr. Chairman, of the estimated 
$129 million to $175 million construction costs of these 2 projects, the company 
has already filed with the United States Government a request that it be allowed 
to depreciate $103,082,000 of their value within a 5-year period. 

Assuming that the certificates are granted in the amount of 65 percent of the 
requested amount (the percentage allowed Washington Water Power on the 
Cabinet Gorge hydroelectric plant), the tax savings accruing during the 5-year 
rapid amortization period would amount to an interest-free loan of over $31 
million. Invested over a 50-year period at 6 percent, this would return a total 
subsidy to the company of $338,406,063 after the repayment, during a 45-year 
period, of the taxes which the company withheld during the initial 5-year period. 
This is almost twice the highest estimate of the construction cost of all three 
projects proposed for construction by the company. (Supporting calculations are 
attached. ) 
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Computation of total benefits derived by commercial electric corporations for an 
accelerated amortization certificate of $1 million 





Cumulative | 6 percent Interest-free Deferred Net benefits 


























Year total benefits} interest per loan ! taxes paid ? 
: annum | 

ta aE aes as a WO tec eccsssecc cs $93, 600 
$93, 600 $5, 616 I a. nce Sal 99, 216 
192, 816 11, 599 CT Sas ctcae 105, 199 
298, 015 17, 881 08000 HI eat 111, 481 
409, 496 24, 570 et re ee 118, 170 
527, 666 he 3 oor $10, 400 21, 260 
548, 926 Ge ene 10, 400 22, 536 
571, 462 364 98 Food dic ce 10, 400 23, 888 
595, 350 ey CORE 10, 400 25, 321 
620, 671 BW ociiteee kde 10, 400 26, 840 
647, 511 On ait conn 10, 400 28, 451 
675, 962 ON id 10, 400 30, 158 
706, 120 Seer TR ce oe 10, 400 31, 967 
738, 087 ASTD Wiki elses 10, 400 33, 885 
771, 972 10, 400 35, 918 
807, 890 10, 400 38, 073 
845, 963 10, 400 40, 358 
' 886, 321 10, 400 42,779 
929, 190 10, 400 45, 346 
974, 446 10, 400 48, 067 
eG iia a a a 1, 022, 513 OMe. To 10, 400 50, 951 
Dtiicnacensstenihsnenistwsieeentie Ee 1, 073, 464 O46 CORES. ca silasiinns 10, 400 54, 008 
B.20-- seine —pepeneratannedtves 1, 127, 472 EE adie ates ines 10, 400 57, 248 
bsibbeecacancesedersecsacess 1, 184, 720 MEU Fotos ce cne oe 10, 400 60, 683 
MO Meee hel ih 1, 245, 403 Meee (i050 ad 10, 400 64, 324 
te cecik ubcameimun nied 1, 309, 727 OO 6 bid 5- ccgh dati 10, 400 68, 184 
btcndih eb ebrntanecnnnwesdl 1, 377, 911 + dl rte 10, 400 72, 275 
Wddet Attthe  .. nn conccceucesan 1, 450, 186 MEME Ticncccy cn ; 10, 400 76, 611 
PeGiebh aed <<-.<- 220-52 2258e 1, 526, 797 4 eee 10, 400 81, 208 
aaa aan ain dtatiats teenie 1, 608, 005 “) aay 10, 400 86, 080 
Miaenseshes ico xadens ec wnndcd 1, 694, 085 We O68 bei 10, 400 91, 245 
el eee 1, 785, 330 MI i occas anil 10, 400 96, 720 
Dechethicasevcessnceacdesens 1, 882, 050 TAR COR Ee hi ind. as 10, 400 102, 523 
BEG bnkibedadebbcuughehsansae 1, 984, 573 NEE Ecud.soncace 10, 400 108, 674 
GE hat tbiicdtinrseteneiwntga 2, 093, 247 125, 595 |_-.-_- 10, 400 115, 195 
Slilihsnssiraceasaheapeatbingtpenoahgnectesiceendicbieneeahi 2, 208, 442 139 GOO sia lil. i 10, 400 122, 106 
i tickde-hecainginateddalroinwienian 2, 330, 548 Eo cae 10, 400 129, 433 
06 itech 2 mse liieh Ut 2, 459, 981 TOO Ti tt 10, 400 137, 199 
ia Ae ied a sechaatackn tha it ansbiian asa 2, 597, 180 OR RR hk occa lecd bs 10, 400 145, 431 
ab tet d~ teak eebhadgiienuass 2, 742, 611 BOGIES Fi sucs sos n ot 10, 400 154, 157 
Dee venadctmigniecduieneeys 2, 896, 768 TE BO8 1c nndaceet 10, 400 163, 406 
a an 3, 060, 174 | BI on cy duce 10, 400 173, 210 
Dead teats sdadssdcowceemsbonn 3, 233, 384 ee Oee 12 2<:..- nace 10, 400 183, 603 
ied bibs kik tmnt tends wie 3, 416, 987 905. O10 Lisicidisu cs: 10, 400 194, 619 
tiacateirnn > seccienn nenignw anni 3, 611, 606 PORE aie 10, 400 206, 296 
MT eat oaks tic ctalem rsa rcaane 3, 817, 902 WR OTe bn cklitit nck . 10, 400 218, 674 
eh eat 4,036, 576 | 242. 195 |...-------. a: 10, 400 231,795 
ietn ange cdn oes peidemeamauhae 4, 268, 371 BE MD Pee aah 10, 400 245, 702 
__ Ee eR I 4, 514, 073 900,044 } kt lsL ak 10, 400 260, 444 
Ot ct alic aided rain Ratna 4, 774, 517 a | 10, 400 | 276, 071 
ener ae ea ea ee 
ON cok Ke arperntert-$ alin | 5, 050, 588 5, 050, 588 468, 000 | 468, 000 | 5, 050, 588 





1 Federal Corporation income taxes deferred. 
2 Deferred taxes assumed to be payable after facilities have been depreciated 10( percent. 


RESOLUTION ApopTrep BY 15TH ANNUAL MEETING OF THE NATIONAL RURAL 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION, MARCH 7, i957 


Subject : Hells Canyon. 


Whereas the National Rural Electric Cooperative Association has, for the 
Dest several years, gone on record in favor of a Federal high Hells Canyon 

am; and 

Whereas the construction of other than a Federal high Hells Canyon Dam 
would seriously curtail the economic development of the Pacific Northwest and 
the entire Nation; and 

Whereas Senator Wayne Morse has conducted a courageous fight to bring 
about the construction of a Federal high Hells Canyon Dam and has introduced 
legislation to this effect in the 85th Congress: Now, therefore, be it 
— That the NRECA continue to support this project; and be it fur- 

er 
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Resolved, That NRECA commend Senator Wayne Morse for his gallant 
endeavors to secure passage of this legislation which would greatly facilitate 
progress in the economic development of our resources and further increase the 
material goods and services of the entire Nation. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
March 21, 1957. 
Hon. CLinton P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Committee on 
interior and Insular Affairs, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DeaR SENATOR ANDERSON: I have received the enclosed letter and memorial 
from Hon. Robert D.. Holmes, Governor of the State of Oregon, which I would 
like to have made part of the record of hearings on 8S. 555. 

The letter from Governor Holmes and the memorial of the Oregon House of 
Representatives reflect support by people of Oregon for the authorization of a 
high Federal dam at Hells Canyon. The material constitutes valuable affirma- 
tion of additional sentiment for the project. 

Your favorable consideration of this matter will be greatly appreciated. 

With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD L. NEUBERGER. 


STATE oF OREGON, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Salem, March 19, 1957. 
Senator RicHarp L. NEUBERGER, 
United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Dick:.In connection with recent hearings on the Hells Canyon bill, 8S. 
555, I hope you will find it possible to include in the public record of the hearings 
this letter to you containing a report of action in the Oregon Legislature. I 
hope the information contained in this letter will enter into the deliberations 
of the subcommittee of the Senate Public Works Committee in recommending 
passage of the bill. : 

House Joint Resolution 2, memorializing Congress for immediate Federal con- 
struction of the Hells Canyon Dam, passed the house of representatives by a 
vote of 37 to 18. In this lower house of the legislature, where as you have reason 
to know, elections take place every 2 years and where the Democratic Party 
won a substantial majority in the past election, 6 Republicans joined with 
Democrats in passing the bill. 

Unfortunately, the memorial became a party issue in the senate, and after 
being reported out of State and Federal affairs by a vote of 4 to 3, the bill failed 
of passage because of a 15 to 15 tie vote along straight party lines, with the 
Republicans opposing making it possible to achieve comprehensive development 
for the Pacific Northwest. 

Inasmuch as House Joint Memorial 2 passed the house, I am enclosing a copy 
and ask that it be included with this letter in the committee record. Taking 
the two votes in the aggregate, it is obvious that a majority of the members cur- 
rently serving in the legislature support full resource development through a 
Federal Hells Canyon Dam. 

Sincerely, 
Rosert D. HoLMEs, Governor. 


[49th Legislative Assembly, Regular Session] 
House JOINT MEMORIAL NO, 2 


(Introduced by Representatives Willner, Wells, Stewart and Musa and Senators 
Sweetland, Hopkins, Musa and Cameron, and read January 24, 1957) 


To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America, in Congress assembled: 


We, your memorialists, the 49th Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon, 
in legislative session assembled, most respectfully represent as follows: 

Whereas the full utilization of the Columbia River system through orderly 
development has been one of the most fruitful ef the policies of the United States 
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Government since 1930, opening vast new sources of wealth from land and in- 
dustry, facilitating the inland commerce through navigation and lessening the 
havoc of monstrous floods which from time to time have devastated the North- 
west ; and 

Whereas the construction of multipurpose dams has been the key to the vast 
development of the land and resources of the Northwest, multiplying the tax 
base and stimulating the means of support for a greatly increased population ; 
and f 
Whereas these projects have been largely self-liquidating through the profit- 
able sale of low-cost electric energy ; and 

Whereas the program of the United States Corps of Engineers and the De- 
partment of the Interior for the orderly development of the Columbia River 
system has been halted during recent years, even though an acute shortage of 
electric power is imminent in the region and though the need for flood control 
and navigation improvements has increased ; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the house of representatives of the State of Oregon, the senate 
jointly concurring therein, That your memorialists earnestly petition for the 
immediate authorization and Federal construction of a high-level dam in the 
gorge of the Snake River known as Hells Canyon, one of the few great power 
sites remaining in North America, to provide full and permanent utilization of 
‘the maximum capacity of that site for power and flood control; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this memorial be transmitted to the President of 
the United States, the Secretary of the United States Senate, the Clerk of the 
United States House of Representatives, the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary 
of the Interior, the Secretary of the Army, the Chief of the Corps of Engineers 
of the Department of the Army, and to all members of the Oregon congressional 


delegation. 


Following is the correspondence between the committee and the 

Department of the Interior on S. 555. 
_. JANUARY 18, 1957. 
Hon. FrRepericK A. SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior, Department of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. SEcRETARY: The Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
is herewith transmitting copies of 8. 555 for your report thereon. 

You are aware that the Idaho Power Co. is proceeding under a license from 
the Federal Power Commission with a series of three projects involving the Hells 
Canyon stretch of the Snake River. Since this development conflicts with the 
proposed development under §8. 555, it is requested that your report on the bill 
include a comparative evaluation of the plans of development (@) under S. 555, 
and (b) under Idaho Power Co. license, with reference to the following specific 
subjects, including pertinent supporting statistical data in each instance: 

(1) The amounts of system prime power which would be made available to 
the Pacific Northwest on an incremental basis by the two alternative plans at 
the following levels of development, assuming coordinated operation of the stor- 
age made available by the projects : 

(a) System existing and under construction. 
(b) Phase C system of House Document 531. 
(c) Phase C system plus Nez Perce, Asotin, and Clarkston Dams. 

_(2) The comparative generating and transmission costs of power from the two 
proposed developments per kilowatt-year at the load center, assuming financing 
and construction by the agencies proposed in each instance. 
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(3) The comparative price at which the power produced at Hells Canyon 
would be sold to consumers in each instance under existing rates with cumu- 
lative costs to consumers in each instance over a 50-year period. 

(4) The potential benefits to future irrigation in the Snake River Basin from 
each of the proposed Federal and Idaho Power projects in Hells Canyon. 

(5) The protection provided to rights to the beneficial consumptive use of 
water by the alternative proposals. Under this heading it would be especially 
helpful if you would comment on any amendment of the language of section 2 
of 8. 555 which would increase the protection provided by the bill to such rights. 

In addition, it would be helpful if you would relate the alternative proposals to 
any other plans now under consideration by the Department of the Interior which 
would use the head of the Snake River between the mouth of the Payette River 
and the mouth of the Salmon River. Please identify such plans and give any 
available comparative data, whether complete or preliminary. 

One other question which we should appreciate having covered in your report 
is whether any studies made by the Department since 1948 have indicated the de- 
sirability of increasing the installed generation planned for Hells Canyon Dam 
from 900,000 kilowatts to 1,500,000 kilowatts to provide additional peaking ca- 
pacity in the Columbia River power system of the future. The comments of the 
Bonneville Power Administration are especially desired on this question. 

It is requested that 40 copies of the Department report on this bill be sup- 
plied for the use of the committee and the staff. 

Since it is planned to hold hearings on S. 555 at an early date, it is our hope 
that we may have this report within 30 days from this date, or that if this is 
found to be impossible you will inform the committee of the date on which it may 
expect to receive it. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES E. MurRAyY, Chairman. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington, D. C., January 25, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States arene. Washington, D.C. 
My DraR SENATOR MurRAY: The Secretary has received your letter of January 
18 requesting a report on 8S. 555, introduced by Senator Morse et al. 
A report will be submitted to your committee at the earliest possible date. 
Sincerely yours, 
THEODORE F’, STEVENS, 
Legislative Counsel. 


FEBRUARY 13, 1957. 
Hon. Frep A. SEATON, 
_ Secretary of the Interior, 
Department of the Interior, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

Dear Mr. SeoreTARY: Announcement has been made of hearings on 8. 555 
to authorize Federal construction of a high dam in the Hells Canyon reach of 
Snake River, Idaho-Oregon, before the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclama- 
tion on March 6, 7, and 8, in room 224, Senate Office Buliding. A copy of the 
announcement is attached. 

Note has been taken of your public references to the proposed high Pleasant 
Valley Dam, Mountain Sheep diyision, on the Snake River in Idaho, in connec- 
tion with the comprehensive plan for development of the water resources of the 
Columbia River Basin. As the Pleasant Valley proposal has a direct bearing on 
major issues involved in the proposed Hells Canyon authorization, your views in 
person as Secretary of the Interior are desired. 

The time of your appearance on any of the 3’ days will be avranged to suit 
your convenience, Senator Anderson, chairman of the subcommittee, advises. 
Information from you as to a suitable day and hour will be appreciated. 

You will be advised within a few days who, if any, as technical or expert 
witnesses from the Department, the subcommittee will desire to have available on 
“phases of 8S. 555 or the Pleasant Valley proposal. Senator Anderson, I under- 
stand, proposes to incorporate by reference testimony taken at previous hearings’ 
with respect to a high Federal Dam at Hells Canyon, so far as this may be- 
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practicable. However, it may be desirable to have available expert witnesses 
from Bonneville, the Reclamation Bureau and the Geological Survey, as was the 
case at the hearings in 1955. 

As chairman, I am chagrined and disappointed at the disregard of my requests 
for copies of the Special Report on the Mountain Sheep Division, including the 
high dam at Pleasant Valley, requested in my letters to you personally of No- 
vember 21 and 29, 1956, and January 25, 1957. While I realize that you have 
been busy while in your office and traveling, the public discussions of the report 
by you and Commissioner Dexheimer would indicate the material is available. 

In view of the relationship of the Mountain Sheep division, including a high 
dam at the Pleasant Valley site, to the proposal in S. 555 and the entire de- 
velopment of the Columbia River Basin, it is my sincere hope that you will see 
that the ignoring of or delay in response to the committee’ s request for informa- 
tion is corrected. 

I trust you will see that my previous requests are complied with, and that I 
may hear from you on this phase at your earliest convenience. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES FE. Murray, Chairman. 
FEBRUARY 25, 1957. 
Hon. Frepertck A, Seaton, ; 
Secretary of the Interior, Department of the Interior, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. SeoreTary: First, I express regret at the informal advice from 
your legislative counsel, Mr. Stevens, that prior commitments would prevent you 


- from accepting the committee’s invitation to testify on March, 6, 7, or 8 on S. 555 


to authorize Federal construction of a high dam in the Hells Canyon reach of the 
Snake River, Idaho-Oregon. Mr. Stevens assured us you were desirous of testify- 
ing as outlined in my letter of February 13, at a later date convenient to the 
Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation and yourself. 

Senator Anderson is back in the city and I am sure he will be desirous of 
arranging a day and time as early as practicable that is convenient to you and 
the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. Perhaps a day and hour dur- 
ing the week beginning March 10 will be convenient, if that should be agreeable 
to Senator Anderson. 

You have my best wishes for a speedy. recovery from your indisposition at 
Honolulu. 

Senator Anderson will handle further details of the Hells Canyon hearings 
now that he is back in Washington. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES E. Murray, Chairman. 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
March 14, 1957. 
Hon. Frep A. SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Washington, D.C 

Dear Mr. SECRETARY: As you Sadi. the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Re- 

clamation of the Senate Committe on Interior and Insular Affairs held hearings 


- March 6, 7, and 8 on §. 555, to authorize a high Federal Hells Canyon Dam on the 


Snake River, Idaho-Oregon. The subcommittee regrets that your health made it 
impossible for you to appear in person to testify at these hearings and hopes for 
your speedy recovery. Useful technical testimony was given by experts of the 
Department of the Interior, whose cooperation in this regard is appreciated. 

In view of the fact, however, that the Secretary of the Interior is charged with 
responsibility for policy decisions on matters within the scope of the Department, 
the subcommittee would appreciate your views on several questions. All are 
related to consideration of the proposed high Helis Canyon project and are 
as follows: 

(1) Toward the end of last year, it was announced that the administration 
was undertaking a thorough review of its water and power resource development 
policies in the West. What if any, results has this review had with respect to 
administration policies for the development of the Columbia River system and 
its main tributary, the Snake River? 

(2) On February 15, 1957, you wrote to Chairman Jerome Kuykendall, of the 
Federal Power Commission, in connection with pending license applications 
of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. at the Pleasant Valley and Mountain Sheep 
sites. You then stated that agencies of your Department have been working 
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closely with the Corps of Engineers on a review of the manner in which the full 
amount of needed flood-control storage may be obtained on the Snake River 
above Lewiston, Idaho. In this letter, you point out that the proposed Oxbow 
and Helis Canyon projects of the Idaho Power Co. will provide no significant 
storage. This indicates that the Department of the Interior may be prepared 
to recognize the need for utilizing the storage potential of the Middle Snake 
River more fully than has been proposed by the applications for private licensed 
projects on the Middle Snake. In making this review of optimum utilization 
of the potential storage, have Department engineers been instructed to include 
consideration of a storage project at the Hells Canyon site, as proposed in S. 
555, or have they been instructed to assume as a necessarily given condition (@) 
the Idaho Power Co.’s proposed Brownlee project, (b) the Idaho Power Co.’s 
proposed Oxbow and Little Hells Canyon projects? 

Further, does your letter to Chairman Kuykendall constitute a reversal of 
the earlier advices by Assistant Secretary Aandahl to the Federal Power Com- 
mission in these proceedings, stating that the Department of the Interior had 
no objections to the license applied for? 

(3) Development of the full storage potential of the possible Snake River 
projects under study by your Department is irreconcilable with one or more 
of these projects of the Idaho Power Co., as your letter to Mr. Kuykendall im- 
plies. The company’s license to- construct these projects is now on appeal to 
the United States Supreme Court, in a case in which the respondent is the Fed- 
eral Power Commission, a branch of the Federal Government. The main issue 
before the Court appears to be whether the F'PC’s license to the Idaho Power 
Co. meets the standards of the Federal Power Act that projects must be “best 
adapted to a comprehensive plan” of development. If the Department of the 
Interior now recognizes that the licensed projects do not adequately develop the 
storage potential of the Middle Snake, and that they are in whole or in part 
inconsistent with adequate development, what recommendation will your De- 
partment make with respect to the Government’s position in this litigation? 

In view of the apparent recognition outlined in the preceding paragraphs and 
your announced review, will you recommend that Government counsel ask the 
Supreme Court to return the license proceedings in the Hells Canyon case to the 
FPC for reconsideration in the light: of restudies to be made by your Depart- 
ment and the Corps of Engineers? If the administration does not take such 
a position toward the Supreme Court case but rather opposes Supreme Court re- 
view of the licenses under the Federal Power Act, or if you make no recom- 
mendation in this respect, how will it be possible to reconcile this with your 
announced restudy of storage development on the Middle Snake River? 

Replies to the above specific inquiries about administration policies will 
greatly assist the subcommittee in its consideration of S. 555, which is scheduled 
for later this month. In view of the urgency for the departmental views re- 
quested, please advise by March 19 the earliest date on which we may anticipate 
a complete reply to the several questions herein outlined. 

Incidentally, Chairman Murray calls my attention to the fact that on January 
18, he requested your comments on §. 555 together with other information. The 
reeords of the committee show no reply nor indication when a response might 
be expected. I join with the chairman in expressing regret that the Depart- 
ment of the Interior has apparently overlooked this request of nearly 2 months’ 
standing. . 

Sincerely, 
CLINTON P,. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 


{Telegram—Direct delivery requested and advice as to receipt] 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
March 25, 1957. 
Hon. Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior, Department of the Interior, Room 6616, 
Washington, D.C.: 

On behalf of the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, I respect- 
fully direct your attention to the following: 

Transcripts of hearings and other material on 8. 555, the Hells Canyon bill, 


are now being put in type at the Government Printing Office for immediate 
publication. 
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Four official letters, signed by the undersigned chairman, or by Senator An- 
derson, chairman of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, aid 
addressed directly to Hon. Frederick A. Seaton, Secretary of the Interior, were 
delivered to the Department on the dates indicated below according to our rec- 
ords. The information requested in these letters has not been received, although 
personal requests for same have been reported to me. We have had but one 
routine acknowledgment—under date of January 25. . 

The dates of the letters addressed to Secretary Seaton are as follows: Jan- 
uary 18, 1957; February 13, 1957; February 25, 1957; March 14, 1957. 

Public hearings were held by the Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation 
on 8. 555 on March 6, 7, and 8, at which the Department was invited to have 
spokesmen present. The only appearances were by technical or expert witnesses 
at our request, which is appreciated. 

The committee realizes and deeply sympathizes with the fact that Secretary 
Séaton’s physical condition prevents his personal attention to official requests 
by this committee for information and comment. However, our Official business 
must go on. 

Please advise by return wire or other method of direct communication whether 
comments by the Department on each or all of the letters referred to may be 
expected by Wednesday, March 27. 

The forms for the Hells Canyon hearing and related printed material are to 
be closed on that date. As at present the galleys show the official requests with 
only one routine acknowledgment. 

JAMES E. MURRAY, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 26, 1957 
Hon. JAMES E. MurrRAy, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. © 

Dear SENATOR MurRAY: Your telegram of March 25 referred to four letters 
sent to this Department by your committee in connection with S. 555, the Hells 
Canyon bill. These letters were dated January 18, February 13, February 25, 
and March 14. Your telegram says that to all of these letters you have had 
but one routine acknowledgment. 

Our records show the following: 

(1) Your letter of January 18, requesting a report on S. 555 and asking for 
certain specific information, was acknowledged January 25. We hope to clear 
both the report proper and the answers to the specific questions through the 
Bureau of the Budget within quite a short time. I cannot promise, however, 
that this will be completed by tomorrow, the 27th. 

(2) You letter of February 13, referring particularly to this Department's 
plans in connection with the Pleasant Valley proposal, asked for Secretary 
Seaton’s views in person and expressed the hope that a copy of the Pleasant 
Valley report would be made available to your committee. Copies of the report 
were furnished you under a letter from Secretary Seaton on February 16. Re- 
sponse to the portion of the letter dealing with the Secretary’s appearance was 
made both by our legislative counsel, Mr. Theodore F. Stevens, to your Mr. 
Lineweaver orally and by a letter to you dated February 25. As you know, Sec- 
retary Seaton has been hospitalized. Even the suggestion, therefore, that was 
made in the talk between Mr. Stevens and Mr. Lineweaver that arrangements 
be made for Secretary Seaton’s appearance on March 28—a suggestion that, our 
records indicate, was to have been confirmed by Mr. Lineweaver—could not have 
been earried through. 

(3) There were two letters on February 25, one from you expressing regret 
for Secretary Seaton’s indisposition and advising that Senator Anderson would 
handle further details of the hearings, the other from Senator Anderson asking 
for the appearance of a number of staff people from the Bureau of Reclamation, 
Bonneville Power Administration, and Geological Survey at the hearings. The 
first of these did not seem to call for a formal response. Response to the second 
was handled in the manner usually employed in answering requests for the names 
of witnesses, that is by a telephone call from our legislative counsel’s office to your 


committee’s staff. 
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(4) Senator Anderson’s letter of March 14 was acknowledged March 21, anda 
full reply. will be made as soon as possible. 
Sincerely yours, 
FreD G. AANDAHL, 
Acting Secretary of the Interior. 





[From the Oregon Journal, March 16, 1957] 
SEATON FirM AGAINST DAM 


Wasuineton, March 16.—Secretary of the Interior Seaton says he is “unalter- 
ably opposed” to the proposed high Federal dam at Hells Canyon, on the Snake 
River. 

He made the comment Thursday to newsmen who interviewed him at Walter 
Reed Army Hospital, where Seaton is being treated for a back ailment. 

Seaton said he assumes the Federal Power Commission “will honor our re- 
= for a reasonable time within which to complete a study of the Pleasant 

Valley Dam Site.” 

The Secretary has informed the Commission he has directed the Reclamation 
Bureau to study the feasibility of a higher dam at Pleasant Valley, also on the 


-Snake River, than is proposed by a private utility company seeking a license to 


develop the site. The proposed high dam would provide more storage for flood 
control. 

Seaton said “he completely supports” statehood for Alaska and Hawaii and 
hopes both will be granted this year. 


(Letter from the Federal Power Commission :) 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington 25, March 20, 1957. 
Project No. 2173, Pacific Northwest Power Co. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, . 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

. DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This is in response to your letter of March 16, 1957, 
concerning the letter dated February 14, 1957, from Secretary of the Interior con- 
cerning the Pleasant Valley site on the Snake River and requesting answers to 
the following questions : 

1. What do you consider to be the iegal effect of the February 15 letter 
from the Secretary of the Interior to you, both substantively and pro- 
cedurally ? 

2. In the light of the Secretary’s letter and his proposed restudy, does the 
Commission intend to alter in any way its normal course of procedure in 
handling the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant Valley application of the Pacific 
Northwest Power Co.? , 

Apparently, your reference to a letter from the Secretary of the Interior dated 
February 15, 1957, is to an undated letter attached to a press release by the 
heparan of the Interior dated February 15, 1957, which letter is a copy of 
the Secretary’s letter transmitted to the Commission under date of February 14, 
1957. 

As indicated in your letter, the Secretary of the Interior has made reference 
to a possible need for more storage in the Middle Snake River than the proposed 
dams applied for by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. would provide. The ques- 
tion of adequate storage was one of the principal subjects explored at the hearing 
held on the application of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for its proposed 
Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley developments (project No. 2173). 

The hearing on the application was held according to normal procedure under 
the Federal Power Act and the Administrative Procedure Act. As further indi- 
cated in your letter, the Secretary of the Interior has not requested that the 
Commission depart fr om normal procedure. 

In specific response ‘to your first question, the Commission does not consider 
that the letter of February 14, 1957, from the Secretary of the Interior has any 
legal effect, substantively or procedurally, in the proceeding on the application 
for license for project No. 2173. In response to the second question, the Com- 


mission also respectfully states that it does not intend to alter in any way its 
normal course of procedure in handling the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant Valley 
application of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 
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The foregoing does not mean that the Commission would decide the matter on 
an inadequate record if such should be the case. In any event, the matter is now 
before the presiding examiner pursuant to the provisions of the Administrative 
Procedure Act. 

Sincerely yours, 
JEROME K. KUYKENDALL, 
Chairman. 


DEPARTMENTAL COMMUNICATIONS 


(The following reports from the Department of the Interior were 
received on March 28, 1957 :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. 0., March 27, 1957. ° 
Hon. JAMES E. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Senator MurgAy: This is in response to your request for an expression 
of the views of this Department on §S, 555, a bill to authorize the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River between 
Idaho and Oregon, and for related purposes. 

We recommend that §S. 555 be not enacted. 

Briefly stated, S. 555, like its predecessors 8S. 1664, 83d Congress, and S. 1333, 
84th Congress, would authorize the construction of a high dam and associated 
powerplant in the Hells Canyon reach of the Snake River along the boundary be- 
tween Idaho and Oregon, and would also authorize the construction of certain 
smaller hydroelectric facilities at Scriver Creek in west-central Idaho. In addi- 
tion, S. 555 would provide a framework for using power revenues from these 
works as a means for returning part of the costs of future irrigation develop- 
ments, including Mountain Home, in the central and upper Snake River Basin, if 
and when such developments were authorized by the Congress. -However, it 
would not itself authorize the construction of any irrigation works for the 
Mountain Home area or any other area. It is also pertinent to observe that the 
Hells Canyon Dam contemplated by S. 555 would not deliver water to, or other- 
wise serve as a physical part of, the proposed Mountain Home development or 
any other irrigation development. 

In this Department’s report of May 2, 1955, on S. 1333 we said: “The Federal 
Power Commission now has under consideration the matter of an application for 
a license to develop this stretch of the Snake River by a private corporation. 
It is within the statutory authority and responsibility of that Commission to 
determine whether or not the plan proposed is adapted to the development, con- 
servation, and utilization in the public interest of the water resources of the 
region, and whether or not the same is compatible with the overall development 
of these resources, Extended hearings with relation to this matter have been 
held and the Commission’s examiner has the matter under advisement. This 
Department has made available to the Federal Power Commission all of the 
information, reports, memorandums, and testimony of engineers and other wit- 
nesses that have been requested by the Commission.” 

Since that time the examiner’s report has been filed, the Commission has 
granted a license to the Idaho Power Co., the Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia Circuit has reviewed the Commission’s decision, and petition for 
a writ of certiorari to review the decision of the Court of Appeals has been filed 
with the Supreme Court. The outcome of the first 3 of these 4 actions has been 
favorable to development by the Idaho Power Co., and the company is actively 
prosecuting its construction work. The petition to the Supreme Court is still 
pending. 

Unless the Supreme Court should grant certiorari and, after consideration of 


the case on its merits, reverse the decision of the Court of Appeals and order: 


the matter remanded to the Federal Power Commission, the existing license 
will be final. 

This is as it should be, for the Congress has itself prescribed the route to 
be followed by applicants for licenses and by parties who oppose the granting 
of licenses. It would be unfortunate if, because of disagreement with the 
-on‘lusions reached by its own creature—the Federal Power Commission—the 
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Congress should in effect undertake to review and reverse those conclusions 
rather than leave to the Commission the exercise of sound discretion that is 
vested in it and to the courts the determinations that have been placed with 
their jurisdiction. 

Furthermore, all projects under construction, including Oxbow and Brown- 
lee under the Federal Power Commission license. in question, need to be com- 
pleted’as scheduled, or there may well be a power shortage in the Pacific North- 
west. At this time, when every feasible step is being taken to reduce Federal 
expenditures, we believe that Federal construction of Hells Canyon Dam would 
necessitate large appropriations to make power from Hells Canyon available 
as soon as the Idaho Power Co. facilities will be in service. Such action would 
tend to have inflationary results, not only because of the financial requirements 
of Federal construction, but also due to the fact that the Idaho Power Co. dams 
will be less affected by inflated costs than a Federal Hells Canyon Dam because 
the company has firm contracts for construction of Oxbow and Brownlee, whereas 
the costs of Federal construction at Hells Canyon are up approximately 10 per- 
cent since the last estimates were made in 1955. 

Our inability to concur in the proposal contained in S. 555 for congressional 
authorization of Hells Canyon Dam is not to be taken as lack of interest in 
the development of the land and water resources of the Columbia Basin. On 
the contrary, the Bureau of Reclamation has been instructed to proceed with a 
full investigation of the Pleasant Valley site and we expect to make our find- 
ings known to the publie and to the Federal Power Commission on that devel- 
opment within a reasonable time. Reports are in preparation, moreover, or 
investigations are being prosecuted on other potential Columbia Basin devel- 
opments, for example, Burns Creek in Idaho, the Guffey unit in the same State, 
the Nine Mile and Spruce Park developments in Montana, and Narrows in. 
Wyoming. We fully expect that this Department will play its proper role in 
furthering the utilization of the water resources of that basin. 

The specific factual information and estimates on Hells Canyon that were 
requested in your letter of January 18 are being forwarded under separate cover. 

In view of our recommendation that S. 555 be not enacted, the material other- 
wise required by Public Law 801, 84th Congress, is not being supplied. For the 
same reason, we make no recommendations for amendments to section 3 of 
the bill which, if it were to become operative, would be desirable. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there would be no objection to 
the submission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., March 27, 1957. 
Hon. James BE. Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR Murray: In response to your request of January 18, there are 
attached answers to the questions asked therein in connection with Hells 
Canyon development proposed in 8S. 555. 

Sincerely -yours, 
Frep G. AANDAHI, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 





Question 1. Power capability 


“The amounts of system prime power which would be made available to: the 
Pacific Northwest on an incremental basis by the two alternative plans at the 
following levels of development, assuming coordinated operation of the storage 
made available by the projects: 

“(a) System existing and under construction; 
“(b) Phase C system of House Document No. 531; 
““(c) Phase C system plus Nez Perce, Asotin, and Clarkston Dams.” 

Because of the requested immediate response answers are based on studies pre- 
pared several years ago. These studies use basic data which have subsequently 

89648—57 23 
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been revised to a minor degree. It is believed, however, that while use of the 
new basic data would alter total system capabilities, the increment added by 
each of the alternates on the middle Snake River would remain about the same. 

(a) The addition of a high Hells Canyon Dam to the present system of Federal 
projects existing or under consideration would add about 960 megawatts if addi- 
tional units are installed at Corps of Engineers projects having a nameplate 
rating of 6/0 megawatts. These nine additional units would require a total 
expenditure by the Federal Government of $51,373,000, including 24% percent in- 
terest during construction, in addition to the cost of construction of Hells Canyon 
Dam. The additional capacity would include added units at Chief Joseph, 
McNary, The Dalles, and Ice Harbor projects. The increment to the Federal 
system by addition of Hells Canyon is estimated as follows: 


Average megawatts 





System prime power without Hells Canyon___.__...____________________ 8, 972 
System prime power with Hells Canyon___--._.--.-._-._--_.-______ 4, 932 
Increment to system by addition of Hells Canyon__..._.__________ 960 


The alternate development, currently under consideration by Idaho Power Co., 
would add about 662 average megawatts without requiring additional units at 
Corps of Engineers projects, as follows: 


Average megawatts 





System prime power without 3 Idaho Power Co. dams__.._....________ 3, 972 
System prime power with 3 Idaho Power Co. dams___________ tabi Loeed 4, 634 
Increment to system by addition of 3 [Idaho Power Co. dams_______ 662 


Table I attached shows the system capabilities by plants and the associated 
installations for each case associated with the Hells Canyon project. 

Table II gives the same information for the system with addition of the three 
Idaho Power Co. dams. 

(6) The addition of Hells Canyon to the phase C-2 level of development would 
increase system prime power by 1,107 average megawatts. The phase C-2 level 
‘system used in these studies is consistent with the system in Housé Document 
531 but excludes the Glacier View project. In addition, the proposed Federal 
Priest Rapids project is included although a smaller project is now being con- 
structed by the Grant County Public Utility District in conjunction with the 
Wanapum project upstream which will develop about the same overall head as 
the larger project. System prime power capabilities with and without the high 
Hells Canyon Dam are as follows: 

Average megawatta 


System prime power without Hells Canyon__--~_-_-_____-__________ ey, 
System prime power with Hells Canyon_---------.--------_________ _.... 8, 000 
Increment to system by addition of Hells Canyon_________________ 1, 107 


The increment added by addition of the three Idaho Power Co. projects to the 
same system of projects amounts to 680 average megawatts, as follows: 


Average megawatts 





System prime power without three Idaho Power Co, plants_____--_____ . 6, 893 
System prime power with three Idaho Power Co. plants_____-___-----__- 7, 573 
Increment to system by addition of three Idaho Power Co. plants_.. 680 


' Tables ILI and IV show the prime power for each plant and system totals 
during the storage drawdown seasons for each of the above alternate develop- 
ments. It should be noted that the addition of Hells Canyon to the phase C-2 
level less Glacier View changes the critical period from 1 year, 1936-37, to a 
3-year period of 1929-30 through 1931-22. a 

(c) We have not prepared detailed analyses on item 1 (c). A study of this 
nature would require more time than is available under present circumstances. 
However, by use of available data a rough approximation can be made as to the 
increased prime power each of these alternates would add to the phase C—2 level, 
less Glacier View, but including the Nez Perce, Asotin, and Clarkston projects. 

Our estimate is that Hells Canyon would add about 735 average megawatts of 
prime power, to this system while the three Idaho Power Co. plauts would add 
about 525 average megawatts. The above figures would undoubtedly be revised 
somewhat with a detailed analysis. 
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The Scriver Creek plants are not included in the increments of prime power 
added by any of the alternative developments. These plants are, however, in- 
cluded with other upper, Snake Basin plants shown on each of the tabulations. 
It has been assumed that the Scriver Creek plants can be added under either plan 
of development for the middle Snake River. Our estimates of the incremental 
prime power that the two Scriver Creek projects add to the various systems are 
94 average megawatts. 

The above can be summarized as follows: 


Prime power added to system on incremental basis: 


{In megawatts] 


High Hells | 3-dam plan 











Condition System to which project in Hells Canyon Dam Canyon proposed by 
added on incremental basis Dam in Idaho Power 
S. 555 Co. 
(@) iscccvsscees .| System existing and under construction __._......-...---.- 960 662 
Wat Joceendon Phase C-2 of H. Doc. No. 581 (less Glacier View) -....__. -- 1, 107 680 
oe ....| Phase C-2 (less Glacier View) plus Nez Perce, Asotin, and | : 735 525 
Clarkston. | | 


Senator Murray’s letter of January 18, 1957, to the Secretary also contains 
a request as follows: “In addition it would be helpful if you would relate the 
alternative proposals to any other plans now under consideration by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. * * *” In this regard it can be reported that the Bureau 
of Reclamation, assisted by Bonneville Power Administration, completed a report 
in November 1956 which describes, on the basis of reconnaissance estimates, 
the costs and benefits of a high dam at the Pleasant Valley site. The report 
appears to be particularly pertinent to the request ‘because of the overlap in 
head which would be developed by a high Pleasant Valley structure. 


TABLE I.—System prime power capability for base system with and without 
Hells Canyon project 


{Minimum year hydro, 1936-37] 

















Base system plus | Increments attrib- 
Base system Hells Canyon utable to Hells 
| ; Canyon 
Plant | | 
Nominal | | Nominal Nominal 
Units | prime Units prime | Units prime 
| average | | average | average 
| megawatts | | megawatts | | Megawatts 
' i 
: , | | | | 
Hungry Horse..__....---- EE Soa 4 | 208 4 208 | el 
(thent Pelli... oc Avca-acs cape ial 26 3 Mi DS 
NE Cn nh cl ntngne winning iedetinniocill 18 | 1, 337 | 18 1,341 |.. | 4 
cee wanes... «ws eh... 4 nieal 12 | 681 | l4 680 2 | —) 
Mts Sack cutscene cs sksb cules 9 | 525 | 11 | 530 2 | 5a 
WG BR hc ccckeebeccks a eutaiie 10 | 560 14 | 616 4 | 56 
Bonneville_._._- moon} sbi aa .| 10 | 403 | 10 | a 36 
DO MEER dada o5 5d bacon cede duonnwnull 3 147 4 TID bonncandd | 65 
SOMME. ob sc-os 1.5L sal 2 | 31 | 2 SB, cul Paid. 0] 
EIR cd chiccucccnsdbca sills 1 10 | 1 Ot, Jet cstausells 
Lookout Point..........-. ' | 3 |} 25 | 3 | 26 sce eae rw 
SMO ite 1a oda oe 1 | 8 | 1 SB fiiia bau awed 
ae er ‘ a ee 2 il 2 | ee ae 
Hells Canyon..___--.....- po acer Pest pecaa | 8 745 | 8 745 
BU aes: on chenane : Cisnems se | 3, 972 i fee 960 


Notgs.—1. The base system includes all Federal projects, existing or under construction, for which the 
Bonneville Power Administration is the marketing agent and thus includes all plants listed in the Ist column 
except Hells Canyon which is neither authorized nor under construction. 

2. Storage drawdown period is Sept. 15, 1936, through Apr. 15, 1937. 
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TABLE II.—System prime power capability for base system with and without 
8 Idaho Power Co. dams 


{Minimum hydro year 1936-37—average megawatts] 





Base system | Increment 
plus 3 Idaho | attributable 











Plant Base system | Power Co. to 3 Idaho 
dams Power Co. 
dams 
PEON s Labi dbe Sin aink butb wn batmnscawibiiebiiemabieh elite 208 DO arttittchiden' 
a i aan nieeen 26 27 1 
et eee eee eaknadicniine ccimacnn cows | 1, 337 1, 331 —6 
DR i a Sk Sein dine nen een 681 Oe fin cn ee 
iit nn cette nankeneusaniiih>chmatinebdsdeblesinher 525 539 14 
IRE Stee. ok ooo nan nana biel didekuemns 560 574 14 
Bonneville_...-......-.-. Seta RG ten cates aehioe thor eae ea 403 412 9 
ee ee eee ee ss ahi Wieouts blas hdl dc beh pbibews pth diockeiat E 147 164 | 17 
3: ia amet lee ‘ saad aeaietcenatp 11 BE Neteuiacsin irutaensie ‘ 
Willamette plants__.......--.--------- siehia b= aGkeaerehaKe 74 TP ldtinines dines . 
SS ee eo ee eee iS cueheiles paaipiaaie is CE aE a 269 | 269 
ee Sg iat pen cisd cima dabei’ Sabgeiihe 125 | 125 
Hells Canyon.....-.-.-- hick batdtindhtthedns bi thkenennsnnes lppeddicames oak 219 219 
erie Steers so coceeescaccktaceSeeseecoec ee 3, 972 | | 4, 634 2 








Nortes.—1. The base system includes all Federal projects, existing or under construction, for which the 
Bonneville Power Administration is the marketing agent and thus includes all plants listed in the Ist col- 
_ ~~ Brownlee, Oxbow, and Hells Canyon which are being proposed for construction by the Idaho 

ower Co 

2. Storage drawndown period is Sept. 15, 1936, through Apr. 15, 1937. 


TABLE IlI.—System prime power capability for phase C-2 system (less Glacier 
View), with and without Hells Canyon 


[Critical hydro period] 














, | 
Without Hells | Increments attrib- 
Canyon With Hells Canyon! vutable to Hells 
| Canyon 
bien ny = titan é 
Plants | 
Nominal Nominal Nominal 
Units prime Units prime Units prime 

average average | } average 

megawatts | megawatts | | megawatts 
| | | 

II nn Shite = pins en-- 4 187 | 4 124 * —63 
Libby (5, eee heltb wn wsetbdeds 6 264 6 ee Soe. —42 
CO ee ee eee 3 29 3 24 |-. —5 
Grn a 5 isk coca. eka. 18 1, 631 18 1, 741 |.. | 110 
OS) i as 16 815 18 877 | 2 | 62 
Ritter chin 545- ann~ apes cbeon 16 735 18 793 | 2 58 
I cnt enreilinom mention naialnlinnriee 13 583 14 646 1 63 
FEE DIE mndecncensonal —Laenales 12 675 13 745 | 1 70 
We Bd ieetactcbtbdh«cconctdlcnncs 13 651 15 710 2 | 59 
I hss hath mn an womsbilnn 10 458 10 490 j...-. 32 
SEE ddl dubieceauacaboebcowa 3 137 4 182 1 45 
Lower Monumental... -.-.........-.--..-.- 3 130 4 172 | 1 42 
I MI i iol Rw ecccunbdlonsnn 3 139 4 186 1 | 47 
ie CRI nn cninnbulinounae 3 114 4 152 1 | 38 
Upper Snake Basin plants. ---..--..-...._|--.-.---| gg, 189 |...-- —21 
Willamette Valley plants.............-...|-----. )>  Soialeiniel —13 
Yakima Valley Semi!’ o2 2). ls dk AER en ae Be Gdeeetiesn Oe. Bia c5 a -1 
Less Columbia Basin irrigation _- = eect wi Te Anko —39 |_...- —Ii1 
thee EE Ds wencdvedobicnwnis -¢dicwn xine iectaiinesict lh 8 637 | 8 637 
bee isis csi, cre ecee cides cde cnncthoss wees 6,608 j........ O000 bacucicss 1, 107 

















Notes.—1. The critical hydro periods for the system are as follows: System excluding Hells Canyon, 
Sept. 1 through Apr. 30; system including Hells Canyon, September-April 1929-30, August-April 1930-31, 
and August-March 1931-32. 

2. The phase C-2 system includes all Federal projects existing, under construction, or authorized except 
Hells Canyon which is neither under construction nor authorized. Priest Rapids was authorized and 
included in the phase C-2 system in H. Doc. No. 531. It was subsequently deauthorized and is now under 
construction by Grant County Public Utility District, a non-Federal utility. 

3. Upper Snake plantsinclude: Boise diversion and Black Canyon, Anderson Ranch, Minidoka, Palisades, 
American Falls, Upper Secriver, Lower Scriver, and Garden Valley. 
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TABLE IV.—System prime power capability for phase C-2 system (less Glacier 
View) with 3 Idaho Power Co. plants added incrementally in place of Hells 
Canyon 


[Minimum year hydro 1936-37—thousands of kilowatts] 





} o 
With 3 Idaho Without 3 | Increase due 











Plant Power Co. | fdaho cut 3 | to 3 Idaho 
dams Co. dams Power Co. 
dams 

Dea risk 5 SRS SSS Sc Rk enn dselcteeden t aoe 244 
ie thictntd 5 tint teninsn ny cteaatnnnitacel tides BSF hs 505 3552 2S 12} 
A SO i one re a ocr hace eaeednibandanee So ae 213 
Py Wes 3 SS SS! antadidanecabied 187 187 |_.- So ee 
Libby (5,180,000 acre- pee a ao oes a3 sitideath it 264 264 2 pee 
SD BS den di nn canada dinwwcmancennd sexdeatonneaa’ . 29 2) Peet! 
|) ER es eee : Ste sstaadeRadl 1, 631 1, 63 Boas 
Chief Joseph ._.-_-- " ene a he a el | 815 | > ps 
WN MIONOOELLohe 206.0 dewinc nonce sdcyhanecndsaeeee = 735 4 ae ee eee 
MG 62. ss Se See es a 596 583 | 13 
JOUR BIE cinGisiricexta ae ; ir 689 675 14 
The Dalles ee A nace ac se heel pel san 664 > 651 13 
Bonneville... _-. se Reamcases ; wudaaet 465 458 7 
Tee it —~ “ fee ee eee 151 137 | i4 
Lower Monumental_..___- Pivadittras<-arsccalihtctansaeaiiiead | 144 | 130 14 
Little Goose- ah ce ae, Se bhai Gites! 154 | 139 | 15 
Lower Granite _ a Z us 126 114 | 12 
Upper Snake Basin plants baosiis wy eae 210 210 | Sih n 
Willamette Valley plants._......_._-- esc Bangs olen Riciidan tend | 146 146 |-<--=-- siteniele 
Yakima Valley plants imap clin decane: chasncts, <p ainan ee Sak aa 17 | 1? les dus Gaal 
Less Columbia Basin irrigation_......_______- sid haa hs —28 | —28 |... ities 

eMakii:. of satin. oki. Gl. banes alee 7, 578 | 6, 893 680 





| 
| 
' | | 


Note.—1. The phase C-2 system includes all Federal projects existing, under construction, or authorized 
except Hells Canyon which is neither under construction nor authorized. Priest Rapids was authorized 
and included in the phase C-2 system in H. Doc. No. 531, It was subsequently deauthorized and is now 
under construction by Grant County Public Utility District, a non-Federal utility. 

2. The storage drawdown period is September 1936 through April 1937. 

3. Upper Snake plants include: Boise diversion and Black Canyon, Anderson Ranch, Minidoka, Pali- 
sades, American Falls, Upper Scriver, Lower Scriver, and Garden Valley. 


Question 2, Comparative generating and transmission costs 


“The comparative generating and transmission costs of power from the two 
proposed developments per kilowatt-year at the load center, assuming financing 
and construction by the agencies proposed in each instance.” 

This Department has not made estimates of the costs for the Idaho Power 
Co.’s three projects in the Hells Canyon stretch of the Snake River. Testimony 
heretofore presented before the Federal Power Commission by witnesses from 
the Idaho Power Co. and other witnesses for the Federal Power Commission 
shows very great differences in the estimated construction costs for the three- 
dam plan in the Hells Canyon reach of Snake River. We do not have adequate 
information pertaining to the estimated construction and annual costs of the 
three-dam plan being constructed by the Idaho Power Co., on the basis of financ- 
ing being proposed by that company; hence, we are not in a position to prepare 
an estimate of per kilowatt-year cost of power delivered to load centers from 
the Idaho Power Co. plants. 

The following table summarizes the results of studies to determine the per 
kilowatt cost of power delivered to load centers from the high Hells Canyon 
Dam, assuming April 1955 construction costs for the dam and powerplant and 
tentative estimates for annual transmission costs. Information is presented 
for the incremental prime power generation shown in (a) and (b) only of 
question 1. 

The annual generation costs shown in this table are based on the use of the 
sinking fund method for estimating arnual replacements. Use of the modified 
service life method would result in slightly different estimates. 
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Summary schedule for addition of Hells Canyon 

















Item Unit | Condition Condition 
(a) (0) 
Average anrual payout peeabereente: 
SI tet sec emenev aces $1, 000 |. $14, 573 $15, 553 
SI Re nn. 1,000 8, 526 9, 222 
ee cane A 000 ‘| 23,099 24, 775 
System prime power capability. ................. megawatts i = a Bees. 960. a? 1, 107 
quipavent salable firm power !.....................- _do__- 1 1, 250 1, 441 
Annual! payout aeauire ments per kilowatt of prime: ie {tat aol Fa 
Generation _____- Se $1 $15, 18 $14. 05 
I i ies weiginrire 1 8. 88 8.3 
Tne ews g 1 | 24. 06 22. 38 
Annual payout requirements per kilowatt of salable firm: ; ae 
Generation. _..__- les x aaa 1 11. 66 10. 79 
I Ne 1 6. 82 6. 40 





Te ------- paddesdiektiatiid aa inte rites 1} 18. 48 17.19 


1 At load centers, assuming load factor 75 percent, diversity factor 1.05, and transmission losses 7 percent. 


For case 1 (c) we do not have sufficient cost and capability data to provide 
precise results. However, we can make some rough estimates that we believe 
will give results within a reasonable range. In the answer to question 1 (c) 
it was indicated that the Hells Canyon project would add 735 megawatts of 
prime power. Based upon rough and preliminary estimates it appears that 
approximately the same amount of installed capacity as for case 1 (@) would be 
required at the downstream projects. Inasmuch as there is no change in the 
at-site capacity for the Hells Canyon project, the annual costs for the increment 
added by Hells Canyon would be the same as for case 1 (a). The 735 mega- 
watts of prime power would be equivalent to 957 megawatts of salable firm 
power. Total annual cost for generation and transmission for case 1 (a) as 
shown above is $23,099,000. Annual costs per prime and salable firm kilowatts 
would be about $31.40 and $24.10, respectively. 


Question 3. Comparative price to consumers 


“The comparative price at which the power produced at Hells Canyon would 
be sold to consumers in each instance under existing rates with cumulative 
costs to consumers in each instance over a 50-year period.” 

We are unable to answer precisely the question as to the comparative price 
at which Hells Canyon power would be sold to ultimate consumers under Idaho 
Power Co. and Federal Government developments of the site. For one thing 
the rates to the ultimate consumer vary depending on the distribution agency. 
Costs of distribution, taxes, and other expenses, as well as generation costs, 
influence the price the ultimate consumer pays for power. In the Pacific North- 
west, the cost of generation and transmission represents between 20 and 35 
percent of the cost to the ultimate consumer. Also, the amount of power gen- 
erated would be different in the two cases, making comparison of the cumulative 
cost to consumers difficult. We have therefore attempted to answer the question 
on the basis of unit costs. 

Municipalities served by Bonneville Power Administration received an aver- 
age of 8.75 mills per kilowatt-hour for energy sold in 1955. Prices varied from 
6.27 mills per kilowatt-hour in the case of Tacoma to 14.86 mills for Bonners 
Ferry, Idaho. The average price of energy sold by all public utility districts 
supplied by Bonneville Power Administration was 9.63 mills, with individual 
variations from 6.56 to 18.22 mills. Cooperatives served by Bonneville received 
an average of 14.79 mills per kilowatt-hour for power sold in 1955. Specific 
price variation was large, ranging between 8.23 and 31.25 mills per kilowatt- hour. 

There is considerable variation also in the average price of power sold by 
the privately owned utilities in the Pacific Northwest. Their average in 1955 
was 10.80 mills per kilowatt-hour. Lowest was 8.19 mills in the case of Montana 
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Power Co., which has a substantial industrial load. Highest was 19.38 mills 
for the Oregon system of California-Pacific Utilities Co. which serves a largely 
rural area. Average price for Washington Water Power was 9.75 mills; for 
Portland General Electric, 10.36 mills; Idaho Power Co., 11.10 mills; and for 
Pacific Power & Light, 12.76 mills. 

We are unable to estimate what effect, if any, the new generation would 
have on the Idaho Power Co.’s rates to ultimate consumers if it- developed the 
site and all the power were sold through its system. If the site were developed 
by the Government pursuant to 8. 555, about half the power would be sold in 
Idaho and over the 50-year period referred to in the question, under existing 
contracts, the other half would probably be sold primarily by public agencies 
now served by Bonneville. Under this latter condition the above average rates 
would indicate approximately the cost of power to ultimate consumers. 


Question 4. Benefits to irrigation 

“The potential benefits to future irrigation in the Snake River Basin from 
each of the proposed Federal and Idaho Power projects in Hells Canyon.” 

The Idaho Power Co. plan will provide no benefits to irrigation in the Snake 
River Basin, whereas provisions of §. 555 would provide for financial assistance 
to irrigation development. Following amortization of Hells Canyon Dam, 
nearly $10 million annually would be available for irrigation assistance. Finan- 
cial assistance to aid irrigation could also be provided upon expiration of the 
50-year Federal Power Commission license to the Idaho Power Co. There are 
many estimates of the potentially irrigable area in the Snake River Basin rang- 
ing upward to some 1,500,000 acres. Nearly all of these lands will require 
financial assistance if they are ever developed. 


Question 5. Protection of water rights 

“The protection provided to rights to the beneficial consumptive use of water 
by the alternative proposals. Under this heading it would be especially helpful 
if you would comment on any amendment of the language of section 2 of S. 555 
which would increase the protection provided by the bill to such rights.” 

This Department, in its letter of July 7, 1953, to the Federal Power Commission 
commenting on the application of the Idaho Power Co. for a license for projects 
Nos. 1971, 2132, and 2133, recommended that the Commission include in the 
license, if granted, a stipulation that would subordinate the operation of each 
of the projects to all rights to future upstream diversion for irrigation or bene- 
ficial consumptive uses validly established under State laws. 

As issued article 41 of the FPC license provides: 

“The project shall be operated in such manner as will not conflict with the 
future depletion in flow of the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries, or 
prevent or interfere with the future upstream diversion and use of such water 
above the backwater created by the project, for the irrigation of lands and 
other beneficial consumptive uses in the Snake River waterhead.” 

Seetion 2 of 8. 555 reads as follows: 

“Src. 2. Notwithstanding the provisions of any other law, the operation of the 
Helis Canyon Dam shall not conflict with, and shall be subordinate to, present 
and future rights to the use of water for irrigation or other beneficial econ- 
sumptive uses, whether now or hereafter existing, valid under State law, of 
the waters of the Snake River and its tributaries upstream from the dam.and 
dewnstream.” 

The language of the FPC license has been regarded as adequately fulfilling 
the recommendation made by the Department in its July 7, 1953, letter. The 
language of 8. 555 in practical results meets the same objective. 


Further questions re desirability of increase in installed generating capacity 
ai Heils Canyon Dam 

No studies have been made by this Department of the desirability of inereas- 
ing ultimate installed capacity at high Hells Canyon Dam from 900,000 kilo- 
watts to 1,500,000 kilowatts. Ultimate installations at Pacifie Northwest hy- 
droeleetric projects have been studied in a cursory manner by a subcommittee 
of the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee. High Hells Canyon was not 
one of the projects so studied, however, as the subcommittee assumed that ex- 
isting FPC licenses for projects on the middle Snake River would prevail. 

The desirability of providing installed capacity in excess of 900,000 kilowatts 
is an economic problem. The powerhouse designed for the 1948 report provides 
for nine 100,000-kilowatt wnits ultimately. Units in addition to these nine would 
have an ultimate value which is measured by the cost of alternative thermal- 
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electric capacity, appropriately corrected for transmission cost and value of 
any incremental energy. Minimum provisions for installation of these addi- 
tional. units would bear a continuing annual cost until all installations were 
completed. If this annual cost, accumulated over the period during which the 
units are not needed, plus the cost of installing the units, were found to be less 
than their value, then minimum provision for additional units would be eco- 
nomically desirable. 


(The following additional communication from the Secretary of 
the Army was received on March 29, 1957 :) 


Marcu. 28, 1957. 
Hon. JAMES EB. MurRaAyY, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
United States Senate. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the letter of March 4, 1957, from 
the Secretary of the Army to you, expressing the views of this Department with 
respect to S. 555, 85th Congress, to authorize the. construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the Hells Canyon Dam on the Snake River between Idaho and 
Oregon, and for related purposes. 

Inasmuch as the committee had requested that action be expedited, the report 
was submitted to the committee without a determination by-the Bureau of 
the Budget as to whether it conformed to the program of the President. 

This is to inform you that the Bureau of the Budget, on March 27, 1957, 
advised the Department of the Army that it had no objection to the report 
submitted to you on March 4, 1957. 

Sincerely, 
ALBERT BARKIN, 
Colonel, General Staff, Office of the Chief of Legislative Liaison 


(Supplemental statement of Senator Arthur V. W atkins, Repub- 
lican, of Utah :) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR ARTHUR V. WATKINS 


Mr. Chairman, the Corps of Engineers informed me early last year that 
$929,909,000 had been expended on flood control and navigation projects in the 
States of Oregon and Washington. This is roughly one-seventh of the construc- 
tion funds expended in all 48 States to that time. 

These expenditures, furthermore, were first costs only. No estimate was 
provided on the planning and operation and maintenance costs for these projects. 
This continuing overhead expense, largely assumed by the Federal Government 
under these two programs, could amount to hundreds of millions of dollars 
during the lifetime of these projects. 

It is significant that these two richly favored States also have the lion’s share 
of the project authorizations under the Federal flood-control and navigation 
programs. Of the existing backlog of roughly $8 billion worth of such projects, 
$1,828,717,000, or nearly one-fourth, of the projects are authorized for construc- 
tion in Oregon and Washington. These, too, are authorizations to meet first 
costs only. For each of these authorized projects which move to a construction 
status, the Federal Government assumes a large burden in continuing annual 
overhead expenses for planning, operation, and maintenance. 

This favoritism to the two coastal States of the Pacific Northwest continues— 
although not on the same scale—in the current authorizations in the pending 
omnibus rivers and harbors and flood-control bill of 1957. In this bill, the 2 
States of Oregon and Washington are recipients of $133,012,000 in authorizations 
for new projects or project extensions—roughly one-tenth of the total authori- 
zations for the 48 States. 

Now this is a side of the story of water resource development in the North- 
west that is generally ignored by the loquacious spokesmen for that part of the 
eountry. In fact, so much emphasis has been laid upon the defeat of the high 
Hells Canyon proposal in the 84th Congress that many people in other parts 
of the country have gained the impression that the Northwest has been dis- 
criminated against in water resource development. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. 

The Northwest States of Oregon and Washington—which represent one twenty- 
fourth of the 48 States by number—have received approximately one-seventh of 
the total construction funds for flood-control and navigation projects, and an even 
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greater proportion of the reclamation construction funds. And they have the 
lion’s share of the backlog projects already authorized for construction. 

In support of my assertion, I offer a statement made by Maj. Gen. Charles G, 
Holle, Deputy Chief of the Corps of Engineers, in a speech in the Pacific North-: 
west in the fall of 1955. At that time, he said: 

“During the 4 years, fiscal 1953 through 1956, almost a half-billion dollars 
have been appropriated for.new work by the Corps of Engineers in this basin— 
a sum far greater than that provided for any other river basin in this Nation, 
and amounting to some 30 percent of the new work appropriations for the entire 
United States.” 

This does not make it appear that the great Pacific Northwest has been dis- 
criminated against in funds appropriated for water resource development. On 
the contrary, it makes it abundantly clear that just the reverse is true. It is 
evident that the States of Oregon and Washington want all this favorable treat- 
ment and high Hells Canyon, too. 

Let uS now consider the Federal contributions made to the construction of 
the great hydro power system in the Pacific Northwest which gives that area 
the iowest power rates in the country. 

Few people are aware that the depression-built projects of the Columbia River 
Basin power system were aided by the allotment of $70,005,000 in Public Works 
Administration funds and $7,959,360 in Works Progress Administration funds. 
In addition, a total of $11,671,697 in materials was provided by other Federal 
agencies, 

These items are part of the grand total of the Federal investment of $1,866,- 
402,214 made in the Columbia River power system by the end of the fiscal yetar 
1954, the date of the audit report of the Comptroller General which I am utilizing 
for these figures. 

Of that grand total, the Federal Government has written off these impreSsive 
amounts: 


Flood control___-_--~- Fn pi ap et ain Mla eal $50, 590, 356 
Navigation_____---- Fie ni aga Hi leas tina 67, 947, 853 


sas aia aici acas tae ices ings igs toms Eas 118, 538, 209 


The Comptroller General’s report also discloses that during the first 15 years 
of operation, the Columbia Basin paid off only $170,409,916 on its total net 
‘capital investment. A total additional payment of $170 million has gone into 
the Treasury, but it has gone toward payment of operation and maintenance 
and interest. The net capital investment outstanding at that time, mid-1954, was 
listed at $900,224.643. 

I bring up these financial! facts merely to place the situation in the Northwest 
in the proper perspective. It seems that all we ever hear about this project 
is how fast it is being paid off—never anything about the Federal gratuities in- 
volved, nor the size of the outstanding indebtedness. 

It is against this total background that I want to discuss another of the 
hitherto ignored aspects of the Columbia River Federal power development story. 
This ignored feature is the subsidy that is being given to large industries in 
the sale of below-cost power from units of the system now under construction 
or proposed for construction. 

The Hungry Horse unit of the Columbia River system recently came into 
operation. It is the oniy Montana unit of the system and it involved the con- 
struction of a costly transmission system to interconnect this unit with the 
projects in Oregon and Washington. 

I recently asked the Department of the Interior to provide me with a report 
on the cost of power produced at Federal hydro power units for which it is the 
marketing agency. This report included this notation for the Hungry Horse 
project : 

“Power marketed by Bonneville Power Administration who returns to 

Bureau [of Reclamation] the amount required to cover estimated annual 
expenses and repay the investment allocated to be returned from power rev- 
enues with 3 percent interest. This payment in 1955 was 3.76 mills per kilowatt- 
hour and under ultimate conditions is estimated to be 4.19 mills per kilowatt- 
hour.” 

Early this year, I requested the Bonneville Power Administration, an agency 
of the Department of the Interior, to give me ‘& report on the charges made for 
power sales in Montana by the BPA. 


NN cmintdhacdimensienreeee 





: 
‘| 





356 HELLS CANYON PROJECT, IDAHO-OREGON 


Now in spite of the at-site costs of 3.76 mills per kilowatt-hour being assessed 
against this project by the Department of the Interior, it is significant that more 
than half of the power output from Hungry Horse is being sold to Anaconda 
Aluminum Co, for an average cost of 1.72 mills per kilowatt-hour. Based on 
actual cost of production at the dam site, therefore, it is apparent that this 
project is providing to the Anaconda Aluminum Co. an annual subsidy of roughly 
two millions a year in below-cost power. This subsidy, if extended over the next 
50 years, would reach $100 million before the Federal costs of the $107,623,000 
dam are repaid. 

The charges levied for this Hungry Horse power, in terms of average revenue 
per kilowatt-hour, are set forth in an attachment to my letter of February 19, 
1957, from the Bonneville Power Administration. I hereby introduce this BPA 
summary table (table C) as a part of these remarks. 


TABLE C.—Power sales in Montana by the Bonneville Power Administration 


Fiscal year 1956 
sible Likes ee Loerie 
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load in 
Purchaser Energy sales (in thousands of Average | fiscal year 
kilowatt-hours) revenue 1961 

ad fat) th. Revenue | (mills per | (average 

| kilowatt- | kilowatts) 
| Total | Firm | Nonfirm hour)! 
$$ —_—_____—|_— Sm (ROSTER) ieee 

Anaconda Aluminum Co...........| 896,989 | 799,416 | 97,573 |$1, 541, 581 | 1.72} 110,000 
Victor Chemical Works..______- = 340,613 | 267, 558 | 73,055 | 762,142 2. 24 30, 000 
Montana Power Co-__._.__-_._-___-- | 385,799 | 351, 391 34,408 | 961,020 2.49 40, 000 
Pacific Power & Light Co_..-._._-- 71, 523 | 50, 019 21, 504 | 178, 7% 42 2. 46 13, 000 
Flathead Electric Co-op. ._..../...- 17, 746 | 17, 746 | | 57, 431 3.24 4, 000 
Lincoln Electric Co-op...........---| 8, 296 | 8,296 |.. 29; 488 3.55 | 2, 000 
Mis3oula Electric Co-op-___- = 9,007 | 9,007 | | 31, 929 | 3. 54 1, 000 
Ravalli County Electric Co-op.. hie 7, 756 7, 756 26, 254 3. 39 1,000 
Northern Lights__...._._-- 2, 807 2, 807 = 9, 2R3 | | 3. 31 1, 000 
ae ae | 1, 740, 536 | 1,513, 996 226, 540 | 3, 594, 920 2.07 | 202, 000 


| | 











! The low rate realized by the Anaconda Aluminum Co. is the result of buying power at the system 
at-site rate. This rate is $14.50 per kilowatt-year of maximum demand as compared with the basic C rate 
of $17.50 per kilowatt-year of maximum demand. ‘The at-site rate is available only to customers taking 
power at site for use within 15 miles of the project. The variation in the rates paid by the other customers 
is due to different load factors at which they take power. The basic rate applies to the maximum demand 
and does not change as the load factor changes. ‘The $17.50 rate at 100 percent load factor results in about 
2 mills per kilowati-hour. As the load factor drops, the mills per kilowatt-hour increase. 

? Shortly after fiscal year 1961 these Montana loads will require.the full 208,000 kilowatts. 


It is obvious from analysis of this table that other large industries in the 
State of Montana also are the recipients of a considerable subsidy of below-cost 
power from Hungary Horse. The table shows that 3.76-mill Hungry Horse power 
is supplied to these large industrial corporations and private utilities at these 
bargain rates: 

{ Mills per kilowatt-hour] 


Victor GQhemical Works... i=. ek. scart ate adhd daw dis’ taptacseiat af ae 
I a kg ek RR Nd ee 2. 49 
ne re Aa a acd i ee ee bp —ene 2. 46 


It is also interesting that the power sold to the five cooperative customers 
brings a more realistic rate of return—an average of 3.24 to 3.55 mills per kilo- 
watt-hour. I am told that the rate charged to these preference customers is the 
same wholesale rate as that charged to the big industries, and that the difference 
results from the difference in demand, or the number of hours daily at which 
the contracted power can be used by the customer... The big consumer gets the 
rate break because he uses the full amount of his contracted power 24 hours 
a day. 

Another confusing aspect of this power rate story is the allegation made that 
the water stored in Hungry Horse Reservoir makes possible the production of 
a tremendous quantity of power at downstream Federal plants at costs consider- 
ably below the at-site costs. This is offered as one of the justifications of the 
low postage stamp power rate in the Northwest. I will have more to say about 
this argument later, when I discuss another system project at The Dalles, Oreg., 
which does not have any storage for this alleged large-scale production of low- 
cost power downstream. 
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Before leaving Hungry Horse, I would like to point out two other interesting 
aspects of this project. 

In the first place, the State of Montana has been granted the full amount of 
power produced at the site by the Hungry Horse project. This is in contrast 
to the treatment accorded to Idaho by the Northwest proponents of high Hells 
Canyon Dam. For the latter project, the bill allocates only 500,000 kilowatts of 
firm power from the combined high Hells Canyon and Scriver Creek projects, 
which have an installed capacity of 957,000 kilowatts and are reputed to have 
an even larger potential capacity by the addition of more generating units. 
Furthermore, the high Hells Canyon unit is reputed to have the potentialities 
of adding 436,000 kilowatts of. firm power at downstream plants at extremely 
favorable costs; so these are built-in benefits to Oregon and Washington, in 
addition to river regulation. 

Another interesting feature of this apparent discrimination against the State 
of Idaho is the nature of the contracts negotiated with the power users in the 
State of Montana. I am informed that these industrial and utility contracts 
with the users of Hungry Horse power do not include a withdrawal proviso, 
which would make this power available to preference customers in the Columbia 
River Basin if it is needed in the future. This gives Montana the Hungry Horse 
power for all time. In Idaho, on the other hand, it is my understanding that 

| contracts effected in that State for high Hells Canyon power would include the 
customary withdrawal proviso for the preference customers. Inasmuch as 
the great bulk of the preference customers of the Columbia River system are 
located in Oregon and Washington, it is obvious that contracts effected with 
industries and private utilities in the State of Idaho would be subject to future 
curtailment of their services in favor of the preference customers located in 
the States of Oregon and Washington. 

This apparent discrimination against the State of Idaho should add insult 
to injury suffered by the Gem State in the location of the Victor Chemical Works 
plant at Butte, Mont. Victor Chemical’s chief sources of phosphate ore are 
located in Idaho and that appears to be the best location for their phosphate 
processing mill. Instead, the company chose a Butte, Mont., site. The reason 
for this surprising location is obvious: In Butte, Victor Chemical gained access 
to ani power from Hungry Horse at a BPA system bargain rate of 2.24 
mills. © 

In other words, Idaho lost a valuable industry for processing its phosphate 
ores, and Victor Chemical gained an annual below-cost power subsidy of roughly 
$500,000, or a 50-year total subsidy of $25 million. 

Now, I know that supporters of Federal power for the Pacific Northwest are 
going to come out kicking and squealing at any such recognition of their below- 
cost power rate as a subsidy to big business and to the hated private utilities. 
And we may become all tied up in the intricacies of power pricing. by which the 
proponents of Federal power have mystified and confused practically everybody 
but accountants and power rate experts. I am willing to concede that I am 
confused; it’s beyond this farmer’s grasp how Uncle Sam can consistently sell 
power for less than it costs to produce and still be able to pay off project 
indebtedness or avoid raising the rates for all the other users. In fact, regard- 
less of the outcome of this Hells Canyon project matter, I plan to request the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee to make a study of this so-called postage 
stamp rate in the Northwest to find out exactly who is subsidizing whom, and 
to what extent. 

If the people in the Northwest can make such rate concessions to big busi- 
nesses, which are thoroughly able to pay what it costs to produce power, then 
| I think it is high time to consider théir overall rate policies. I don’t mind 
. helping out the good people of the Northwest when they need it, but I fail to 
) see why this assistance should include delivery of Federal power to Anaconda 
. ) Aluminum Co., Victor Chemical Works, and Harvey Machine Co. for about one- 
3 half of what it costs to produce that power. I fail to see the need or urgency 
for the rest of the Nation to subsidize power production in the Columbia River 
Basin. 

I made mention previously of the argument used in support of low prices 
for power from Hungry Horse and high Hells Canyon on the basis of the total 
amount of power these projects ostensibly would produce—from existing projects 
and several yet unbuilt—downstream from Montana and Idaho sites. This 
argument most assuredly does not apply to power produced at the newest hydro 
project just coming into production on the Columbia River at The Dalles. 

The Dalles project is a run-of-the-river power generating project, with no 
storage for river regulations, as is the case with Hungry Horse and Hells 
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Canyon. Actually there is no need for such storage at this site, because only 
one dam—Bonneville—is below The Dalles Dam and, therefore, possibilities for 
downstream generation are extremely limited. 

Hence, it is significant: that: most of the power produced at The Dalles plant 
will be sold to industrial users and private utilities at the system wholesale 
rate of approximately 2.1 mills per kilowatt-hour. This is true in spite of the 
fact that the costs for producing this power and paying for a proportionate 
share of the transmission expense total 3.4 mills per kilowatt-hour. This means 
that the potential subsidy for large power users from The Dalles project 
amounts to something like $6 million a year, based upon this below-cost whole- 
sale rate. The total subsidy to The Dalles power users will be something 
like $300 million over 50. years. 

An even greater proportional subsidy will be received by Harvey Machine Co., 
which located an aluminum mill within 15 miles of The Dalles, apparently in 
order to take advantage of the even lower at-site rate. Harvey Machine Co. has 
contracted for 120,000 kilowatts of power from the Dalles project at the at-site 
rate of roughly 1.7 mills per kilowatt-hour. The subsidy for Harvey Machine Co. 
alone at this project, therefore, comes to approximately $1.8 million annually, 
or nearly $90 million over 50 years. 

Similar concessions will have to be made at the proposed high Hells Canyon 
project and at virtually all other contemplated projects for the Columbia River 
Basin, unless the rates are raised to all basin consumers to make up for the 
below-cost subsidies now being granted and apparently contemplated for the 
future. This is borne out by an estimate of the cost of prime power generation 
and transmission for future projects in the basin. These cost estimates, as pro- 
vided by the BPA on May 21, 1956—and subject to intervening cost increases— 
are as follows: 

{Mills. per kilowatt-hour] 
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The average cost for prime generation and transmission for these four plants 
under construction and existing projects was estimated by the BPA at 2.9 mills 
per kilowatt-hour. Even averaging out nonfirm sales, transmission losses, and 
other factors, such as the increased revenues per kilowatt-hour made possible 
from small organizations with low load factors, the BPA could come up with 
an estimated cost per kilowatt-hour of only 2.5 mills for the entire system. 
However, in spite of these cost estimates, the Bonneville system sells the bulk 
of its power for $17.50 a kilowatt-year, which averages out roughly 2.1 mills per 
kilowatt-hour. 

I can see how these below-cost power sales will help the Pacific Northwest 
attract heavy industry, but I cannot see the Federal interest in justifying them, 
or in granting this advantage to the Northwest while giving that area a dispro- 
portionate share of federally subsidized water resource projects. 

Inasmuch as the proposed high Hells Canyon project has been turned down 
once by the Senate, and presumably will go down in defeat again, I will not bother 
at this time to go into the below-cost nature of this project. Suffice it to say 
that I pointed out last year on the floor that it would cost about 4.5 mills to 
generate and transmit the power produced at the high dam. This at-site cost 
undoubtedly would be heavier now, in view of recent price increases and the heavy 
cost of reimbursing Idaho Power Co. for the work already done on the three-dam 
system. At any rate, if present BPA rates prevail, this 4.5-mill (or higher) 
power produced at the Hells Canyon site would be placed on sale for the wholesale 
rate of 2.1 mills per kilowatt-hour. This would represent a subsidy of almost 
100 percent to the purchasers of this power. 

Contrast this procedure with that at the unfairly criticized Colorado River 
storage project. This project is designed to produce water for a desert region, 
not for subsidizing large industrial power users and private utilities. Hence, 
power produced at Glen Canyon Dam, where the large bulk of the project power 
will be produced, will cost roughly 4.7 mills to produce and transmit, but it will 
be sold to power users in our area for 6 mills. Revenues derived from the 1.3-mill 
surcharge added to the actual power costs will produce revenues for water de- 
velopment in the semidesert Colorado River Basin. 

This clearly demonstrates that Glen Canyon is every bit as good economically 
as the proposed high Hells Canyon Dam. The major difference is that in one 
case (high Hells Canyon) the power is to be sold for about half of what it costs 
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to produce, whereas at Glen Canyon the power, produced at about the same basic 
cost, is sold at a slightly higher cost to the same people who will use the water, 
in order to return needed revenues for water resource development. 

At this time, I shall also forego a review of the basic economics of the pro- 
pesed high Hells Canyon project apart from the marketing considerations. It 
is true that the proposal as contained in S. 555 is for an unnecessary expenditure 
by the Federal Government of several hundred million dollars. 

Private enterprise is currently engaged in utilizing the power head of the 
Hells Canyon reach of the middle Snake River in an economical and efficient 
three-dam project. This three-dam project will be built without cost to the 
Federal Government, nnd Federal-State taxes from the power produced will re- 
turn roughly $500 million within a 50-year period. 

The proponents of high Hells Canyon now demand that we halt the FPC- 
approved three-dam project, pay Idaho Power Co. the many millions it has al- 
ready invested at Brownlee and Oxbow sites, and spend a half-billion dollars to 
build a high Federal dam. Authorization of this high-dam project, therefore, 
would commit the Federal Government to spend a half-billion dollars it doesn’t 
have to spend and to forego Federal-State revenues of about the same amount. 
In these inflationary times, such a wasteful proposal simply doesn’t make sense. 

One of the major claims of the high Hells Canyon backers has been that this 
project would provide urgently needed flood-control storage for the Columbia 
River. It was known last year that the three-dam plan would provide a million 
acre-feet of flood-control storage at no expense to the Federal Government. In 
my opinion, this amount of storage may be sufficient on the Snake River above 
the Hells Canyon site, if supplementary storage is provided on flooding tribu- 
taries. A definitive answer will have to await the review report of the Corps 
of Engineers now going forward. Backers of the high dam proposal, it should 
be noted, are unwilling to await publication of the findings of this report this 
coming fall. 

This hearing also has brought out that the proposed high dam at Pleasant 
Valley could provide an additional 1,300,000 acre-feet of flood-control storage, 
if it is decided that this much flood-control storage is required on that portion 
of the river. This latter project would preempt the proposed site for the Nez 
Perce project, but this high dam has been so warmly opposed by conservationists 
that the Corps of Engineers has never included it as a actively considered 
project in its master flood-control plans. I hope that the backers of high Hells 
Canyon Dam are not now planning to embark on a crusade to build a large power 
dam at the controversial Nez Perce site. 

It now appears clear that the Brownlee and Oxbow Dams and the proposed 
high Pleasant Valley project combined will produce more power and more effec- 
tive flood-control storage than the high Hells Canyon project, in spite of pro- 
testations by the Hells Canyon backers that there were no adequate alternatives 
to the high Hells Canyon site. 

In making this statement, I am not giving my personal endorsement to the 
proposed high Pleasant Valley project. This project involves another large 
block of storage for beneficial use of the waters of the Snake River, and I be- 
lieve that its approval should be contingent upon assurance from Idaho author- 
ities and water users that the project does not infringe upon Idaho’s future 
water rights. These Idaho State spokesmen now oppose high Hells Canyon. If 
I were an Idahoan, I would far prefer to have two projects, each requiring a 
million acre-feet of flood-control storage, in that location, than a 4 million acre- 
foot storage vessel that would be used to regulate the flow of the Columbian 
River for many large power dams downstream—especially in view of the ada- 
mant position against a compact taken by the downstream States of Oregon and 
Washington. However, I will reserve judgment on the high Pleasant Valley 
project until it is actually proposed and up for congressional consideration. 


(Thereupon, at 4:30 p. m., the hearings were concluded. ) 


x 





